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THE 

PREFACE. 

HE New Separation from 
our Church had never gain'd 
lb many Profelytes, if the 
Reafons on which it is groun- 
ded had been impartially compai a with 
thofe folid Anfwers, which have been 
given to even every the leaft Shadow 
of an Argument, which the indeftti- 
gable Labour, and excellent Wit of its 
Defenders could invent. What has 
deterr'd feveral well-meaning Perfons 
from ftudying the Gbntroverfy, ^sthey 
ought, is partly its Bulk, partly its 
being above their Capacity: They 
A 3 have 



iv The Preface. 

have neither time to read many Books^ 
nor are they qualified to judge of thofe 
Arguments, which are drawn from the 
controverted Senfe of Quotations from 
The Fathers, and to underftand the 
Force of which a competent Skill in the 
learned Languages is neceflary. To 
remedy this Inconvenience, I have re- 
duc'd the Subftance of what has been 
vVrote on both Sides into this fliprt 
Compafs, and having thrown out thofe 
elaborate Criticifms ^which were of no 
other Signification in the G>ntroverfy , 
than to Thew the Learning of the Wri- 
ter that ufes them) I have ftated every 
thing material in fo clear a Method, 
that 1 hope this Book, in the Hands of 
the Laity, will prove an effectual Anti- 
dote againft all tlie fubtle Rcafonings of 
our New Reformers. 1 have made 
no References to the Places quoted out 
of The Fathers, l^caufe to them, 
for whole Ule this Abridgment is prin* 
ci pally defign'd, they will be oi no Ser- 
vice ; and Men of Learning and Lei- 

fure 
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fure will not content themfelves with 
Abridgments, but read the G)ntrover- 
fy at large. I dare appeal to our Ad-, 
verfaries themfelves, whether I have 
not feithfully proposed their Objections 
in their full Strength, and put nothing 
in their Mouths, but what they have 
really faid in the Controverfy ; not ex- 
cepting even the ridiculous Challenge 
at the End, which Neophytus, I 
fuppofe, has not forgot. 

1 had once fome Thoughts of redu- 
cing their chief Arguments into Syllo- 
gifm, and moft of them would have 
made as odd a Figure, as that ffom the 
Teftimony of Justin Martyr, which 
is fo reduc'd in the Book : But I con- 
tent my felf with having ftripp'd them 
of that fiilfe Ornament^ which the elo- 
quent Pen of the Author of the 
Reasons had vami^'d them over 
with : Their Weakniefs is now fuffici- 
ently manifefted ; and as the other Me- 
thod would have been too dry, fo the 
Confequence of an Argument will be 

much 
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fure will not content themfelves with 
Abridgments, but read the G)ntrover- 
iy at large. I dare appeal to our Ad- 
verfaries themfelves, whether I have 
not faithfully proposed their Objections 
in their full Strength, and put nothing 
in their Mouths, but what they have 
really faid in the Cointroverfy ; not ex- 
cepting even the ridiculous Challenge 
at the End, which Neophttus* I 
fuppofe, has not forgot. 

1 had once fbme Thoughts of redu- 
cing their chief Arguments into Syllo- 
gifm, and moft of them would have 
made as odd a Figure, as that from the 
Teftimony of Justin Martyr, which 
is fo reduc*d in the Book : But I con- 
tent my felf with having ftripp'd them 
of that £ilfe Ornament^ which the elo- 
quent Pen of the Author of the 
Reasons had vami^i'd them over 
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milch bettfer apprehended by vulga 
Underftandings in this Form. I pira' 
God to blefs this Work, that i 
may be a Means of confirming thoie 
Who have been wavering, of bringin; 
back to the Church thofe, who hav< 
been feduc'd from it, and of filencinj 
the Gairilayer, which was the fole In- 
tent of its Author in compiling and 
publiffiiiig it. 

March J I. 
1710. S.'D 
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CONTROVERSY, l?f. 

Keoph, BjHBgBPgteOODMorroy to you, 

good/r^«<e^ylamgiad 
to fee you in fo good 
Health ; I was atraid 
.you had been fick. 

Iren, 1 thank God^ 
Ineverenjoy'd better 
Health in my Life j but what Grounds had 
you for your tear? 

l^oph* Very good Grounds ; for I- cpuld 
never imagine, that any thing but Sicknefj 
could detain you fo long from the pu^ilic 
Worfiiip of God, which, I am informed, you 
have not been prefent at thefe three Months. 
B Jreju 
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Iren. You amaze me. Sir •, I have not, to 
mj Kno^edge, mifs'd attending the public 
Semce on the Lord's Day, during the laft 
three Months, and have been pretty conftant 
on lire Week Days : For the Truth of which 
XdL^^^caHioTheoaarm^ our worthy Pafton 

l^eo^. Theodorus! AN OLD SCIOSMA^ 
TIC! why, you had better never go to Prajr- 
ers, than join with him, or any in Communi- 
on with him : He cheats you or Half the in- 
ftituted Matter of the Cup, every Time he 
admiiiifters the Sacrament j the Elements he 
diftributes are not rightly confecratcd 5 and it 
were well, if, as the Papijls have ftruck the 
Second Commandment out of the Decalogue^ 
he would ftrike the Article of the Communion 
of Saints out of the CreeJ-^ for by hisPtafticc 
he denies it* 

Iren. I cry you Mercy, Sir ; are you then 
one of thofe degenerate Sons of the Church of 
England^ who nave lately fet up New EJfen- 
tials^ and in an unwarrantable Manner fepa* 
rated from the Churchy in wixoitCommunion 
you received your Baptifm ? If Abfence from 
your Aflemblies be the withdrawing from rfie 
public Worfliip, which you fpeak of, I own 
the Charge, and hope, by the Grace of God, 
never to be fo far a Partaker in Schifm^ as 
to join with you in this unhappy Breach of 
Church-Communion. 

Neoph. You talk too faft. Sir j have you 
ever confider'd on which Side our unfortunate 

Divi- 
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Divifions are to be charged > And who they 
are, that are guilty of the Separation? Have 
you ever read The Reafons for reftoring the. 
four Points infifted on > 

Iren. Yes, and the excellent Anfwer to 
them, caird the No Reafons^ &c. and in the 
Fear of God coniSder'd them j and the Refult 
is, that I am fully fitisfied, that there are no 
Defefts in EJfentials^ in the Offices of our 
Church y that, in preffing the Neceflity of the 
four Points, you teach for DoSrines the Com* 
mandments of Men ; and by leaving the Com* 
mumon of the Churchy aiid thinking your fel^s 
juftified in fo doing, becauife they are not re- 
ftor*d, you make void the Commands of God^ 
which in fuch exprefs Terms condemn all Di- 
vifions and Separations, hyyour Traditions. 

^(f^/ib. A heavy Charge, if true J butthin^: 
on whom it will light, if we can prove thofe 
things we call EJfentiah^ to be fo. 

/r^n. That you can never do. 

Neoph. You are vtxy confident ; but if yoii 
ate at Leifure, and willing to difcoiirfe with 
me oii thefe Heads, I doubt not to give you 
full Satisfadion« 

Iren. I never fhut ray Eairs againft better 
Information : I am always willing to hear the 
utmoft any Se& can plead for their Tenets, fo 
that tho* I may be poflibly miftaken, I never 
will be a Heretic ^ and if you pleafe to ^t 
down, J am willing to take the prefent Op- 
portunity of hearing all you have to fay on 
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thefe Hea^s ; only Imuft beg you not to puzzle 
me With Criticiftris about the Senfe of 'Words 
in the learned Laoguages ; but to adapt your 
Arguments to the Capacity of a Meel>ani(;^ 
who may, I hope, be taught all the EJfentials 
pi Chrijiianity, without having .Recourfe tp 
liich Arguments, as he js by no Rleans quali- 
■fied to be a Judge of. 

Neppk I Ihall have a due R^ard ip that, 
as'.'ftr as the Natjire of the Subjeft will,permij: 
ine, ' - _ 

Tyf p. 'Begin then, and" I doubt j)ot to be able 
to '{olve ill the D35culties, with :which you 
liave' tabpur*d to perplex, what in it'felf was 
jObviaUs" arid clear enough. 

:7f^2?''^;;The firil.*t«at infilteid offis. The 
"VecMii^pf mixingWater with the^tnein the 
Euc^anjtc Cw/lj but it will be prppcr to con- 
^d€r, as a Preliminary to the Whate, the 
Necfeffitybf Tradition' to ioterpret &:ript«rey 
ToTraaition we. are beholden for ourjt6iow- 
ledge of the'C<wi.(?w of Scripture ; and if wp 
itttAXi: Scripture i^felf from Trrf^/fjw^, we 
P'jght in'E.quity tp^haye'Recourfe to it ftjr tjic 
Irde Senfe thereof. 

./rfiH. J -am not for lengthnlng Disputes ^un- 
tlJ?effa^^y, and would therefore wave Uiia 
Point.j,;uBce, if. I am notmiftaken, theTw-r 
Jitioiis. ypu plead for, are oaly fuch, as have 
been rVeived by, all Chrifiians^ in allElaces, 
and can" be tracd up to the Frimo-^rtmitive 
^pofloUcal Age* Againfl: fuch' Twi/itionj the 

'"■■■■■ ^ ■ • " ■" " 'Chr^k 



Osurcbdi Englatkd A,oes not .fp«ak, neither 
can you derive the "Ufages ypp contend for 
ftom the tjpojioiical 4g^, much-lefe the.^tf- 
r(?^«|of them : rAnd' wereitever.facl^r, .that 
^tadition, tho'not-ib/^arly as-the Jpojioliait 
Age, may be of ^oo^^ervice an rinterpretng 
^Scripture^ 'yetit-wi^jjeyerfoUoVi Tthatitcan 
be "a .gciodJR.ule Xs? io,Xss^^t.Sctipture, -whqn 
the.Sai^eit;gives ^th^dt -is a^dh;^ it^antradir 
^ioiijto the Words of 5i:r?)5EKW. Sothat, if you 
plei^-^foumay proceed diredly to the Mixturs, 
^Seoph, J.fhall j anduf -I prove Water Part of 
JGi^/yisinftitured Cup,-I thinkno moreneedbe 
iiiay}^xavQtktNece£ityoi \he Mixture. Aod 
jttat'VyAter was Partiof, Chriji's inftituted Cup, 
,,?^ears!from Prw.-bi. Wifdom hath huih her 
^bufe^JheJ^athherenfut-herfevenFillars: She 
•hathiithdhfr Bea^j j^}ehatb mia^ltdherVJiney 
pff iinfith -a^fo furnijhed her Table : She haih 
k^t-^-pitib her Maidens, -J Jhe crieth^on the 
hj^eJi'SJ.aces of theCitj: iVhofo is /impU^ let; 
bim^tpi'^.in hither \^-4Ujer him ibat.VfanUth 
Vnda^Ji^ding,.jbeja^'to him: Come ,e^\^ 
fttfi'^^J, t and arijtk'i^ the Wine whichi have 
piiwled, .V. a, 3,-3^,5. Thefe Wor4s are ty 
^^i^ii'Exf^erf ^tprpreted of, the iEuchOf 
ri^.j ^ndlxgmtiaelfetfer'of the Text it kr^ 
evident, -thAtth^ W^itiB. As mix^My ss.thatrthie 
filaments ^re Baiead and Wine.: ;{And the .eter- 
zialvWifdom.of;the^ather does expr«&ly iieie 
jiisquice .usallj-iJD-^Fmk.Qf the Wine he ih^ 
^ii^/«d^,;in as .plain .afid&o:^ Terms, as to 

cat 
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cat of his Bread. This proves the Neceffitj 
bi tht Mixture. 

Iren. Your Argument is founded on a Mi- 
, ftake, which thro this whole Controverfy you 
ireauently run into : Wherever you meet with 
thole Gr^tfi, Latin^ or Hehew Words^ which 
are fometimes properly rendered a Mixture^ to 
mn^le^ &c, you imagine, that they muft ne- 
cclSrily have the fame Signification j whereas 
ihe learned in thefe Lanraages aflcrt, ' that in 
the beft Authors they ^frequently fimify no 
more than tdpour out; to rive to Jrink. This 
jhas been confirmed by Aoundance of Citati- 
ons, but more particularly from jRw.xiv. lo. 
where the Word, which iometimes fignifies to 
mingle^ is applied to unmixed Wine^ and there- 
fore muft neceflfarily ^^nify poured out^ as our 
Trariflation rightly renders it j The Wine of 
the Wrath of God^ which is poured out with- 
out Mixture. So alfo€hw xviiL 6. IntheCup^ 
which Jhe hath filled^ jiU to her dotAie^ fays 
our Ttanflationj where the Greek Word, 
which they twice render tofll^ is the fame, 
that foteetiifles fignifies to mngle. To confirm 
this, the Note of Theodoras Mopfuejienus on 
Pfalm'bricv.^. may be not improper, in which 
he puts the i^jieftion, how the ffalmiji having 
fpokcn of uftmixM Wine, presently calls it 
mix'd; ja/id Ae Reafon he affigns is, becaufe 
rfie Word, which fignifies a Mixture ^ is often 
us*d for fuch a Quantity of Liquor as is fufii- 
cient for a Draught, ftich as will fill a Cup. 

Whilft 
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Whilft therefore, it is an iJidtn of thofe 
Languages to exprefs any Lii^uor poured out 
by th« fame Phrafe as fignifies nuxing, it 
cannot be evident that this Text in the Pro- 
verbs ought not to be tranllated^ She hatb 

poured out her Wine^ and Drink of the 

Wine^ which I have poured out. 

Neoph. In the Juidgment of Hasntnqnd^ and 
Grotius^ the Texts you cited are to be inter- 
preted of a Cup containing Wine unmix'd, 
with refped to any foftning, allaying Liquor, 
mix'd with refpeft to thofe poifonous Herbs^ 
which were ordinarily given tp Perfons put 
to Death, and to which St* John alludes, as 
alfo does the Pfalmijl. 

Iren. OurTranflators underftood them other- 
wife \ and though we fhould grant your Con- 
ftrtiftion right, yet you cannot deny it to be 
the Idiom of thofe Languages to exprefs 
mixings pouring out^ ^JoA giving to drinky by 
the fame Words. 

Neoph. But, if I can make it appear from 
the Hiftory of the Inflitution^ that Water was 
an ejfential Part of the Cup, I hope you will 
then grant, that the Text in me Proverbs 
ought to be underftood of a Mixture. I think^, 
it will not be denied, that our bUjTed Savi- 
our fettled the Sacrament at his laft Supper, 
upon a Refemblance with the Pafchal Sofewr^ 
nip .• Now, Dr. Li^htfoot obferves from 
Jktaimonides and the Talmud^ That at the 

Pafchal 



Bfchal Feilival, rife Jiws miic'J Wittef ivittf 
their Wine. 

Item Stoppofliig tKe Eirjchal Cupj to be 
ffiix'd; yet it fdllbwsiiorthat Ci&ri/?*s waane- 
Gdfarily.foi.becaufe, he idid^notanftitute th? 
Bucharijlj tiH the Fajchal Supper was over 5 
and fo what Gup he ufcd' cannot be iiifer- 
red from- what Had r 'lie before it# 

Neopy. The: Cupsa^t^ the BafcM Supper 
was over, aretnoft reafonably to be'fiibpipfed 
the Remainder, of what was^ provided fw:. the 
Paffhver •, , for the Scripture gives not the 
leaft Hint of any new Proviflon. . 
' Iren. You quoted Dr.Li^tfoot juft now^ 
' and. do not. both he ^ni^uxtofffiy^jiisLt 
though a Jhr iifedpure Wine at the Vaffaver^ 
he did His Duty-, how then can we be- (ure, 
that our ' Lord ufed* z\ Mixture ? But though 
wcihould be fo liberal as to grant, what it. is 

impofliblfc for you to prove, vist^ That our Son 
viour us*d the mix^d FafcbalCup, it, will no 
more provctHe Nfeceflity, of the Mixture^ than 
his ufing the fafcbal: unleavened. Bread^yiiil 
the- Ifecejpiy of unleavened Breadi 

Nkop}:). Kt is- not certain, that he didiufe 
unleavened; Bi-ead; for the Tewf werfe not 
obliged' tff put away Leaven tul ttie fourteenth 
Efey in thr Evening., whereaS: th« Eufhmji . 
Wasinftimted on the thirteenth, o\itcSavtmr 
keeping the fajfover, 2t Day fooner> than, die 
fetTime, as being at that time to be offered 
faimfel£ 

Iren. 
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Irem The Timfe of out Saviours keeping 
the PaJ/aver, is a thing much difputed among 
the Comment avors^ and is foreign to ouf piie^ 
fent Purpofe: For, 6n whatever Day he kept 
it^ there being a pofitive Command of God, 
that rtfith unleavened Bread and bitter Herbs, 
theyj^ouldeotit: Ex. xii. 8. we cannot ima-^ 
gine, that he would, in dired Contradidioil 
thereto, make ufe of leavened Bread. Dr. Ham-^ 
mond^ indeed, in his Note on Matk xiv. 12^ 
gives probable Reafons, to prove, that our 
Saviour did not eat the Pafcbal Supper at all j 
and, if that hold good, the whole Foundation 
of your Arguments, from -the Refemblarice of 
the Euchariji and the Pafcbal Supper ^ is en-^ 
tirely overthrown. 

Iseopk. I fhall not meddle at pfefeiit ^ith 
Dr. Hammond^s Notion ; but to take off the 
Fotce of your Objedion about unleavened. 
Bread, I ddire you to confider, that leavened 
Bread is a Species of Bread, but Wine is not 
a Species of Wine and Water ^ the Water is a 
diftind Subftance from the Wine, Par^ of the 
inftituted Matter of the Cup ^ but the Leaven 
is not a diftind Subftance from the Bread. 

Iren» No, what Subftance then does, it iil- 
here in, before the Bte&d is leavened? Gari 
one Accident inhere in another > This is fine 
Philolbphy indeed. 

Neoph. Experience may convince ydti, that 
Dough, if you let it lie tiU it grow foWre, will 
leaven ijfelf. 

C Ifen^ 



( »o ) 

Iren. What then > Would you infer from 
, thence, that the Salt and Yeaft^ with which 
it is generally leavened, are not a diftinft Sub- 
ftance from the Bread ? Would you draw an 
univerfal G)nclufion from one particular In- 
ftance? And now I think it clear, that if you 
would aft confiftently, you ought to admini- 
fter in unleavened Bread \ it being more cer- 
tain, that it was Bread unleavened, which 
thrift gave to his Difciples, when he faidj 
Take^ eat^ this is my Boay^ than that it was 
2imixdCup^ which he gave them as the Sym- 
bol of his Blood. I. have already obferved, 
that the Cuftoms'of the Jews do not 
neceffarily prove the Vafchal Cups to be mix*d 
Cups \ and I think it highly reafonahle to 
fuppofe, that had our S/?t;i^7/r defigtrtd to have 
the Euchariji celebrated in Water as well as 
Wine, he would have told us fo: But in the 
Hiftory of the Inftitution we find not the leaft 
Hint, of any thing moire in the Cup, than the 
Fruit of the Vine :^ Matt. xxvi. 29. which muft 
•needs imply, either that there was no Water 
in the Cup, or that Chrijl did not make it a 
neceflary ejfential Part of the Inftitution. 

NeopL Our Saviours Words do not necef- 
farily exclude Water. 

Iren. Neither do they necfiflarily exclude 

any other Liquor, if notliing but an exprefe 

Prohibition will fuffice : At this rate, provi- 

. ded we ufe Wine, we may add whatever 

other IJquor we pleafe, and eat any thing 
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we have a Mind to with the Eucharijlic Bread. 
There was. a ridiculous Sed of Mpntanijl Here^ 
tics, in the fecond Century, calFd Artotjrita, 
who thought it neceflary to eat Chcefe with 
the Eucharijlic Bread : And, might with as 
good a Grace have pleaded, that Chrijt hacl 
no where exprefsly prohibited the Ufe of 
Cheefe, his Words did not neceffarily ex- 
clude it. Befides we are not now enquiring, 
whether the Mixture ht ioxhiAditn, foas to 
make the Ufe of it finful, but whether it be fo 
enjoined, as to make it neceflary ? 

Neoph. I fhall prove it to be fo enjoyneJ; 
by Ihewing, that Chrift's Words include Wa- 
ter ^ for he being a Jew, is to be underftood 
to fpeak accdrding to the Jewijb Fhrafeologj, 
in which Wine mix'd yrith Water is called the 
Fruit of the Vine, and pure Wine the Fruit 
of the Tree. This is clear from the Talmud^ 
as cited by Dr. Lightfbof. 

Iren. This is a fenfelefs Diftinftion with- 
out a Difference : For of what Tree but the 
Vine, canWiqe be called the Fruit? Or what 
Vine ever produced Wine and Water ? Inftead 
of pinning our Faith on fuchan abfurdDiftindi- 
oDj it would bemuchfafer and better tofoUow 
St. P/2:wrs Advice to Titus, Chap. i. li^ not 
to give heed to Jewifti Fables, and Command^ 
ments of Me A that turn from the Truth. 

Neoph. Will you not. allow the Jews to 
fettle their owA JLanguage, to aifign tap Notes 
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of Diftinftion, and cxprefs their Thoughts, 
as they pleafe. 

Iren. Yes^ but this Diftindion was never 
a common manner of exprelling among the 
Jews •, and the Talmud (which the great Fa- 
tfon of your new Separation confefles, in his 
Diftionary, to contain a Multitude of ridicu- 
lous Traditions and Fables, and Blafphemies of 
feveral Kinds) can be no Rule to interpret 
Chfifi\ Words, efpecially when the Interpre- 
tation would make them Nonfcnfe. But in 
truth, had the Mifina^ the moft valuable Part 
5f the Talmudy been confulted, you had ne- 
ver been led by the Authority of Dr. Light- 
foot into this Miftake , for the Talmud is as 
exprefsly againft you, as we can wifti : There- 
in we are told, that the Bleflings ufed for the 
Fruit of all other Trees, are, Blejfed he thou^ 
that createji the Fruit of the Tree ^ but, for 
Wine, Thou that create fl the Fruit of the Vine\ 
and, that though Rahhi Eliezer was of Opi- 
nion, that this BlefEng was not to be ufed 
till the Wine was mixM, yet the wife Men 
bleffed it before , and, that the Decifion was 
according to the wife Men. This proves, 
that in jour own dear Talmud^ the Fruit of 
the Vine fignifics unmixed Wine j and though 
you could have proved the Contrary from it, 
yet, I think the Judgment of St. Bajd and St. 
Ichrjfofiqm^ would be of more Weight to de- 
termine the Senfe of our Saviours Words: 
The firft of whora calls the Cupj, before the 
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Mixture, the Fruit ef the Vine , and the lat- 
ter on Matt. xxvi. 29. in exprefs Words af- 
ferts, that our Saviour made ufe of Wine^ 
fuch as the Vine produces :y and that the Vine 
produces Wine, not Water. 

Neoph. Well, but though the Fruit of the 
Vine fignifies Wine only. Wine only may 
be mentioned, becaufe it is the principal In- 
gredient. 

Iren. This is poorly begging the Qiieftion, 
fince nothing can be produced to prove it. 

Neoph. I prove it by the Authority of flu- 
tarch^ who fays, that a Mixture^ though it 
had nwji Water in it, was from the principal 
Liquor calVd Wine. 

Iren. This is arguing contrary to your own 
Rules, from the Phrafeology of the Greeks, to 
the Fhrafeology of the Jews : And though the 
Word Wine may in an improper Senfe be us^d 
for a Mixture, yet where there is no Proof of 
a Mixture, as in the prefent Cafe, it ought 
to be taken in its own proper Senfe. 

Neoph. By your Favour, Sir, I have a de- 
monftrative Proof of the Mixture and its 
JEjfenttality too, taken from the very End of 
the Inftitution of the Sacrament j which being 
that we mhht (hew forth the Lord's Death, tul 
he come, the Cup. muft be fuppofed to repre- 
fent his Blood feed in fuch a manner, as "to 
manifefl the Reality of his Death : This can 
be done only by a Cup of Wine and Water ^ 
for all fiieddjng of Blood does not neceflTarily 
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infer Death ^ but the Blood and Water which 
Uowed out of our Saviour's Heart, when the 
; Soldier pierced his Side with the Spear, was 
. a Demonftration of his being truly dead : This 
therefore is the fhedding of our !Lord*s Blood, 
which we are to reprefent in the Eucbarijl ^ 
and fince Water flowed from his Side at the 
fame time, we cannot fliew forth the Rea- 
lity of his Death, but by a Cup of Wine and 
.Water. 

It en. Though fiiedding Blood from a Wound, 
which has not reached tne Heart, do not necef- 
farily infer Death, yet it is evident in Fad, 
that not one in ten of thofe who die. of a 
Wound, are pierced into the Heart : And as 
to the particular Cafe of our Saviour ', that 
Wound, from whence the Water and Blood 
flowed, was fo . far from being the Caufe of 
his Death, that he was adually dead before. 
This appears from the Account of it by St. 
Jobn^ who is the only Evangelift, that men- 
tions this Circumftance of our Saviour's Paf- 
lion. Chap. xix. v. 90. he tells us, that Je^ 
fus having received the Vinegar^ f^^^^ it i^ 
jimjhed: And bowed his hefd and gave up the 
ghoji. v. 33. That when they came to jefus^ 
ana f aw that he was dead already^ they brake 
not his legs ^ but one of thi Soldiers with a ' 
fpear pierced his ftde^ and forthwith there came 
out blocd and water. I believe by this time 
you are afliaraed of your Argument, and am 
lorry tp find a Ckrgyman fo gr0fsly ignorant; of 
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t\it7noJi imfortant Fart of Scripture-Hijlory^ 
as to run into fuch a fatal Miftake, and to 
affert fo pofitively and confidently, that no- 
thing can demonftrate the Reality of ChrifP^ 
Peath, but that, before, and exclufive of 
which, the Holy Ghoji witneffes him to have 
been adually dead. 

Neoph. Though I have been guilty of a 
Miftake here, yet you cannot deny, that the 
Water and the Blood are by St. John in his 
firft Epiftle Chap. v. 8. faid to bear Witnefs 
to our Saviour on Earth : And thefe Witneffes, 
whom God has conneded, we muft not facri- 
legioufly put afunder. And I fhould be 
glad to know, if Water may be omitted, why 
not Wine? 

Iren. That the Water and Blood bear Wit- 
nefs to Chriji on Earth is an undoubted Truth j 
but how does this prove the Mixture ,<? The 
Fathers all underftand by the Teftimony of 
the Water the Sacrament of Baptifm. 

Neoph. What then ? Did not they notwith- 
ftanding ufe a mix*d Cup ? 

Iren. Who among them did, and on what 
Grounds, we Ihall fee, when we come to their 
Teftimonies : In the mean time to your Qjie- 
ftion, why Wine may not be omitted as well as 
Water ? I reply, becaufe ChriJI plainly tells 
us, that what he appointed to reprefent his 
Blood, was the Fruit of the Vine \ but as he ftys 
not a Word of Water, fo neither have you the 
leaft Shadow of Proof, that he us'd it, for if 
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yott can neither prove, thn out Saviour usM 
the Pafcbal Cupy nor that a Jew might not 
perform his Duty in an unmix a Cup, you muft 
own the Silence of the Evangelifts as to Wa- 
ter, a fufficient Argument of the Neceffity o£ 
Wine only. 

Neoph. Two good Reafons may be given, 
why their Silence is no Difproof of the Mix- 
ture. The firft, becaufe though the Blood at 
the Old Covenant y the Type or that of G&r//?, 
the Author of the New Covenant^ is not in any 
Part of the Old Teftament faid to be mixM 
with Water, yet in the Epijile to the Hebrews^ 
Chap. ix. 19. We find it exprefsly recorded, 
that Mofes took the Blood with Water *^ fo 
alfo it may be in the Inftitution of the Eu- 
charift. 

Iren. Before this Reafon can be of any 
Service to you, you muft prove the Water 
to have been usM by Mofes ^ as an Effential^ 
and not as an indifferent uncommanded Rite : > 
and even then your Argument would amount 
to a bare Poffibility, that the fame Omiffion 
might be in the Hiftory of the EuchariJlicaL 
InJ^itution , and we muft not build EJfentials 
on bare Fojfibilities* 

Neoph. The fecond Reafon why the ISilence 
of the Evangelijls in the Hiftory of the In- 
ftitution is no Difproof of the Mixture^ is j 
becaufe our Saviour might conceal it from the 
Apoftlesy there being diverfe things,which they } 
were not able to bear, which were afterwards I 
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fcommunkated to them at the Coming of the 
HoiyGhoJi. ' ^' 

hen. This is another of your Fvffibilities^ 
and fo ridiculous a one, that I am amazed to 
Mar it from a Man of your Learning; The 
things, which the Apolties were not able to 
bear, and of which C)&/^ fpeaks, ^^^jbw xvi. 12. 
are by the beft Expofitors fuppofed to be, the 
Jpirituai Nature oftheKingaopi of the Me(^ 
fias, the Abrogation of the Ceremonial Law^ 
the KejeBl&h of the Jews, and the catting in 
vf J*i^' piiitiles. Ttiele^ Myfteries were fo 
ctontrafy • tb thofe Prejudices the Difcipl« 
liad entertained, that they were not able to 
bear them then : But what fo aftonifhing, fo 
Clocking to theii* Faith, could there be, in the 
mixingWater with the Eucharijlic Wine > Was 
tMsibdeepaiid anaaziiig a Myftefj^ that the 
Apoftl^ -c^iHd not then be in Prudence en- 
tttiftei with? Befides what was then conceal- 
ed ifipom "them, was revealed at the coniing 
o( the &o1f,QboJl^ but wehavefiot a Word 
ih* any of tKe ^/^^^/ier Writings concerning 
tht Mi^ufei 

VidpK'liio my Arguments from Scriptitre 
I (hall ftdw add the Teftimonies of the FA- 
THERS;; arid my fitft Witnefs for the Mix^ 
ttire is, ytijlin MaHit^ who was probatoly bom 
before the Death ot St. John^ and lived in iaU-^ 
^intf, where theChriftiari Religion was iirfl; pub- 
lifhed ;This^r^itf Fi^i&^r defcfibing the Pr.iftice 
'of the CbUfeh; exp^fslv! ttllities, that fFater 
- " D was 
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w^ mix^dwitb Wine, intJ^ Euchariftic Cup 
This proves the Mixture an Ap^^plitid Uikge^ 
and coeval with the Inftitution. 

Iren. I think this Argument needs no other 
Confiitation, but to be put into Syllogifmj and 
then it will , ftand thy^ . : 

That which yras inUte in the Church of Pa^ 
UJiine aboye 500 jY^ars ait^ the; Injflitutioif 
Qtthe Evchartji^ mflft needs be cfjevdtpthxr 
InilitutiofuV . ;. /:. 

The Mbmite is affiroied by 3^1^!^^ 
to have^teen in XJfe In^tyit^^^ 
above i<3o Ytars after th^ ^nilikutioQol.^he Eu« 
charift-: ..... .. m^ ■-: .-. ." 

: ' The 'Mixture ipuft* |ii?edsf bcr CftcyaXvidfe 
theJufctjWon. ... ,,;^ .;, .;.// p; . .; 

Provie the^4/i?r,; oi^^hisS^^ 
be your. Convert? On|) iorould^afvj^tlkagj^^ 
your affiiraingtp yoiufij^lyfs^t^^^ 
Primkimy that you had^the firJlCe,^rg,^v%t^ 

onyirfur Sjde^ tm\Cht»^v^Ko$na^ 

patiim^ ^nd jP<?/y w^ha4 been^fi^isal^ clwr in 

your Favour J but (ince diis' dfjukm ^^(yr i» 

the firft Teftitnony you can produce^^hw^bare 

Meintibn of the iV|ixti^re,-,a[s the^^ 

thri Church, where -he. liyed^ is not ,«ritjr e^ 

nou^h to prove it coeval with the Ibftitutioiv 

In tne Words inia|e<tiately preceedihg thofe 

you quote, ^2^111 teUsus^ JH^^ atfbeConcluJifin 

of their Prayers before theEuchar^^ tbejfaluted 

each other with 4 Kifi^ Thjs U%e leems t^ 
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l)e earned in the Jfe^ T^amnt. See Rom. 
xvi. i6. 1 Cor. xvi* ^6. 2 Con xiii. li. 
I Tbeffi y. 26. 1 Pet.y. 1 4. Yet thisls notthought 
D^ceffary to be revived, as neither theO>*^^r 
of heaconejfes^ nor the hove-feafis before 
the Eucharift, though certainly in Ufe in the 
Apofties Tittie, and approved or by therni 

Itifeoph. Your Lave-Fe/zJls were only Pra- 
nce without Precept. 

hen. Atid jH^ur Mixture has neitfeer Precept, 
nor (fo fer as iappears from any EvidQn? e) Pra- 
lAicein the Apojiolk J^e. 

Kecph. We muft diftmguifli between a Cere- 
mony and the Matter of an Inftitution: Thefor- 
laer are left to difcretionaty Latitude, and the 
Appointment of Governors 5 the latter are 
itf^fnfcitfaWe^ unalterable. The Love-Feap^^ 
and the 4©^ Kifi are of the former fcn't j the 
Jfixrww of tlw. latter. 

Irftju Tliat IS, Jin yoUr Opinion , but as I 
luve alriiady cpn^ered your Arguments froiii 
the Hiftory of the Inttitution, and (hewn 
Water not to be the inftituted Matter of the 
Ciip, i^ta^ll take leave to call this b^ing the 
<JyeftftSu 

Necph. My next Teftjimonies arcf ftoiB^ 
bHM/As and Clemens Alexandrinus. 
- Irenti The P^ffages you cite from thofe Fa^ 
thers are very dark and obfcure, ancj we illi- 
terate hAy44.eii ttpi n^tW Judges what is thfi 
jUr^ ll'taiftilfotbiiidf them^nor w^ is the Senfe 
/R^ the "^eifB^giifb yotT^e^d^ t&em by ^ I inuft 
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ipQrvffitmsin other Parts of nhis Epiftle v ^nd 
Water is oidy an lioiblem of the People. 'I 
iuve faid enough to ptove^ that SuCj^riJi^ 
yleads for the Die of Water, only as a mj^ftka^ 
Mke peaftisM by the Chunebj not as the Mat* 
ier o| the Cup^ To confirm this, I with yoii 
lipraild obfietve^ that he allows the Sacraisent 
ti cuf Lord's Body and Blood to be prefix 
gpf'd in MekhifeJec\ bringing forth MreMd 
mkdWine^ whence I—- • ' 

. Ne4fpb. To fpoil the Fojrce of ypur Argu* 
aent, the ^eat Autbtm of the pefenet (ftht! 
Mt4/bns b»ofoier/d, that it is moft pp^abk^ 
tha^ Akkbifedic oSkr^ loj^at was eoffimonly 
drank fa thpfe wara Gountriea, which ^irt^ 
lil^ne diimtedl. 

It&n. This at beft is but Coiijedur^, aij4 
tho^ true, will prow the Mixture to be w^^ 
ajodd^tal, by reaibn of the I^t of cheGfime. 
itim I t3(be to he the tme Reafoo, why tiie 
ttaben ufed the Mixture. And then^ in fhe 
Hit of ttbmiix^d Wine, we e(mfwm to 4% 
Guftom of our Qimai:^ as yn the Ufe of mttf^ 
Wine they did to theCuftom <^ theips. BiH^ 
pu Atikuuify$s^ a much ff^aterMsn ihm that 
Jvth^j alums, th$M Mfilfh^Jec^ tl^^fyfvi^of 
'tff0 mnhl&$dj^$ae0ifi^€^ pivs t0 Abrahacb A^m2 
m^thaunmm^dCu^.' 
^ Nfopb. B|9 it ib ^iM : Sut what Neceffit^ 

'Antitype ^ 
a^>n 
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.,^Mn\ I& the m$i^f undimental ^KtSStsAui, 
wherein they are neccfibrUy d^a^d to a^itty 
diey jraq' ^dfioit of ilo Adduidil of &ny otiiec' 
^f^ii^ S|^bol to Ini^ them, difiinrt ' VionL 
j^ as St* Cjufrian, hy^ ithc Itnagenof Ghrifti 
gac^^e <»miiled' t£f iBrekd aim Wide^ tlb 
^qv^ce it (blf foOft he m&ffi^ to iaiiififtiQi^ 
j^^d aad V^e^Q^ranli tfai»b^g^exaaii;( 
^49iBbntal Point, -^ wkick MdtbiftM «ii 
^e -^/^ 9^ C!ii&r^ Wiil fldmit (^ vo 'iUditiod. 
fi/^^^t'ff beii^ r jtj^oi^ iftx Bsti^ in jdab 
j^oint4^^andipgKaft«W«^ bid iif^ dti tft 
lA^klPiflrkyi I>4^|«fti»ikiiowy vhedoeryalr 
4tiakj ^iineQaj&]7v.fe».,fd%Ht th&«Ga^h»a:>ar 

^!i|^jith-^vmuK!^FAyiNiJE» tndAw&ioSi'.^ t&lbittr 

i^ ^^]|d/^ (|)l^itisidftn iSat^menmliCiiun^ 

itW/fi^n AMfifiken^Sa4iif'icXx&^^' AM 
vfoul^ ^ iiaye.td.9dfcore. aU <adtiiiftaks» >at 

tht;iAtdfitf6si. : •.•'■i;i,!.li\.'. :' "dl 

-.^Se^. Tills Guftom «s;i)ott«emiD&ed |Ji» 
Su^^itt*9!BMtLt, anid^iie^dbesiiDtfMl 
t as nee^&lr}\ r or enfisrc'dlif a Conuiainl 
^ tStai/lMrriciVVi^bereas tlK Mnctwe b 
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ptov* A. nectffzry from JuJiinMarpyfy Itinmss^ 
and Clemns jUxandrinusi 

Iren. The Nccdfitjr of Wine in the Cup is 
indeed prov'd homtbofe Fathers^ the Necefli* 
ty of Water neither from them nor St. CipriaH. 
As to Con^municatine Ini&nts. if the Fadiers 
grounded it on thofe Words of Chrift, E^tcept 
ye eat the FUfi) of the Son af Man^ and drnJk 
Im Bloody ye have ho JJfe in you *, there can 
Jbe no Difpute, but they looked on it as deed* 
firy to the Saivittion of infants, and ehforc'd 
by die pc^tive Coiimiahd of oar Saviour. But 
to return to the Mixture^ Orig^% who was 
Cotemporkry to St. Cyprian^ nzy^ the earlier 
vof the two, declares openly, that 0UrSdvtou¥ 
ikd not mix bu Wine ^ ana that be entettaind 
his Difcipks iuitb tintnix^dWine. I know y^ 
^ittend to 4lif(iov^t, that the Palfage is cw- 
rupt, and ought to be read other^ife j tfat 
you have'not^ dealt fo f^rly in this Omtro- 
▼erfy, astodcfcrve to be believed, whenyofa 
cannot produce fo much as a (ingle Copy t6 
countenance jrour new Leftiom 

NeopL Afy next Authority ihall be frorii 
-the Jfofiolical ConJlittHibnSi which, in the 
.Gonfecratxoa Prayer, addrefs-d to G(kl iti the 
higheft Circumftances of Solemnity, plainly 
^y, that our Saviour^ at the Injiitution^ 
mifd the Cub with Wine dnd Water. And 
can we fuppQie, that in fo fblemn a Part o^ 
divine Service, the Compiler of that Piayer 
:would tell God a Lie ? 

Iren. 



itttti Thefe CitiftitfUifiti* ttrere holt driant 
till near i^o Yean after Cimji, byitrhicli 
Time di<^ might b^ more pafitive otoutSi* 
vioun*^ uung 8 mix;*d Qip, than they hjij 
good Grounias to be^ thus, tho* th@YtrBckf 
of the Author of this Prayer fhould be allowed 
to be tittfufpo^ed, yet umeis you can prove hii 
Infallibility too, it will be of no Advantagdb 
And yet, to deal plainly with you, I fee 116 
Reafon tc> ^ve any Credit to what is aiTerted 
in this Prayer, it being a moft grois and raai* 
nifcft Foafgay* 

Nfifk Dn Bmt has Very largely vindlca* ^ 
ted it9 Antiquity, in his Dlfertation en thi 
Ancient Liturties, 

Irem I ihali not meddle with his; rieW No>< 
tion conceening it, it beiiig of little Iteipos^ 
tance to the prefent Controverfy ^ but cmly 
ive my Reafbn for calling it fo notorioKs a 
'ot^ery, and you, or theDodorforyoU,.mj<3r 
rep^ to it at youf Leifore^ This PraVipr is id 
the twelfth Chapter of the eighth Book of' 
the Conjiitutiont ^ and Qfher'd in ^{i^ th^ 
Words: /Jameti, tbd Btothe* of John thS 
Son of 2^bedee, i^aint that; eca and td^ 
Title of the Chafiter is, Tbs CtrnJUtmloH ^ 
tames thi Son tif Zebedee* Now Jamit i^e 
Son of Zthtdit waei dead a toti^dei^le Titiib 
before the CoanciU id which theftf Omftitioi^' 
^lu are pretended to be diade, tiros held i whi<li 
I thtia pto<te< jMftif, iSbn Btsfdoi Zthidki^ 
wait beh^ded Vf HetotL iH thc^ Chronology 
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in the Margin of our Bible fixes it. Anno Datn^ 
44* Set Aits i2. Anno Dom. 51. The G>uncil 
ztjerufalem met to confult about the Neceffi- 
ty of obferving the Jewijh Law : The Hifto- 
ty of this Council is related in the fixth Book 
of the Confiitutions^ Chap* 1 2. and in the two 
next Chapters it is faid, that a confiderahle 
time aftet^ the ApefiUs vijited the Brethren^ 
and on the Account of the falfe Chrijts andfalfe 
ProphetSy which then ipent abotit in ^eeps 
Cloathingy aff^embled together^ and wrote this 
Catholic Doarine. St. james^ the Son of Ze^ 
bedee^ at the time of the Council at Jerufa- 
lem^ had been dead near eight Years, and 
tho* we fhould allow the confiderahle time 
after not to amount to above twelve Years, 
yet what Authority can we allow to a Confti-* 
tution pretended to be made by a Man, who, 
at the time of making it, had been dead twen- 
ty Years? 

Neoph. The Mixture is mentioned, as the 
Cuftom of the Church, in the Liturgies of 
St, Baftl and St. Chfyfofiom. 

Iren. This will not prove the Neccffity of it ; 
dnd in both thefe Liturgies warm Water is 
order'd to be pouc'd , into the Cup after Con- 
iecration, which is not your Praftice. Befides, 
.I>r. Cave complains, that thefe Liturgies have 
been miferably interpolated from time to time; 
and Du fin places them among the fpurious 
,Works::of thefe Fathers, or the doubtful, at 
^ . . beft. 



beft, and fo they can be of no certain Autho- 
rity in any Cafe. 

Neoph. You may talk as much as you pleafe 
of Interpolations, but thofe Paflages, which 
agree with the Etoftrine and Praftice of the 
Church at that time, cannot be fufpeded as 
{uch. 

Iren. What I have already quoted in my 
Reply to your Diftinftion about the Fruit of 
the vine and the Fruit of the Tree, iiromthefe 
very Fathers, may give Ground enough for 
fucn a Sufpicion. 

Neeph. The Authority of the Council . of 
Trullo may fuffice to quafh that Sufpicion, 
efpecially fince they tell us from SuChrjfoJlom^ 
that Adminiffaring without the Mixture is a di- 
reft Contradjftion to Apoftolical Pradice. 

Iren. The Quotation of a Council-4»«. 680. 
is no Proof, 'that they had not been inferted 
fince tiie time that thofe Fathers lived : And 
the Contradiftion to Apoftolical Praftice 
St Chrjfoftom complains of is the Adminifhing 
without wine, not without Water. 

Neoph. Having mentioned theTrullan Coun- 
cil, I proceed to that Canon thereof, in which 
the Armenians are condemned for ufing Wine! 
alone, and it is decreed, that if anyBifhopor 
Prieft did not officiate according to the Apoftle'a 
Appointment, nor mix Water with the Wine, 
he ftiould be depos'd, as reprelenting the My- 
ftery imperfe&ly, and innovating on what wa? 

deliverU 

E 7 Jren. 
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Put, I iffi tokl, that tlie Otiklnftl ik fairly 
capable of a contrary Senfe, lb al to be an 
undoubted Prohibition of the Mixture* 

ffe^bi What do you mean, 8i* ? Would 
]|p^ put up the Coundl in a (SUlA Room, isaoA 
ex^xoii them into Notifenfe and DiJlri<l|on } 
'This would be riding at full Speed out of ihei« 
Wits^ noFevAJ", noTtemcy can exceed it » A^ 
^is rate, theft abdBilhops brolieeUt^ibaie 
^ad'houTe, and ran into the EmpevOr'dP&lace, 
where his Ma jefty was fo kind ^ to Id: them 
jit with the Charafter of a Council* 

Ittn,^ You are tritty. Sir, but it is lleafoq, 
not Raillery, mull; cotivince mt, J fliall be 
fo liberal as to ^fit you, that llhe Words 
mean, as you tiraml^te «iem, and yet I fee no 
jService Hiey can 06 of to you ^ fi», as to the 
(Bentldeinnahon of the Jlrmnianr^ the Reafbn 
^ St was not the bate Want of Water In the ] 
Gap, bat the pernicious Herefy oh which they I 
founded it, vife. That there was but one N»f | 
^ttte itt<jhriftf 7*^tf Ayrftenians, (fays Biihop 
Morten, in his C^I^UcMpenV) w&e tiotjud^d 
for nm mixing W'attr vm Wine in- the Eucba- 
ff/i^'^m qnl^ for thtif Realm of -mt mixing, 
whiik pasberetiird-'-^^^hjIttbefeiy fhey ifiigbt 
fitMtii tonfefs the t^nion -of the too Lfat^ru 
V» GN/?, As to the definitive Part of the 
Canon, tfee rio Reafoft, why that IhOuld be the 
only \Seefe6 df tJmDrtmtJtijo^ght'neceflary 
to be itt^yo^ 



ffeopb^ 



1 

V 



( ^9 ) 

Hf<if^» I tUd not tmtak toihs lAuthoritv, 
fcttt -the Tefttmony ot the Gsuneil^ laid the 
T^^^&onyof t^4>nuiidr(dCiitfiftiaii BjAiof^ 
>ft^i« foodfiviideace cf Matter ofiFbfriAS 
thftfe ^u tefti^ , tiiBi u^ Wiiio«loiie ia Uk 

/r^M. TvM I}«»dfed Chniliatt fiShope aie 
rood Eyidenoe 4^ B Fi^, «rheft thttywnt 
i3i%AVltb6i&s ^ bat -not <}f «)bM «»i 4bne 

jfi^ The matt^ !i£fitd^fi<ls mee^ 

fary to be reftored U V^Of^ fW^tOfBtudt 
This dttiws hadr die^OdMi of ''the Gmve, 
afid dpens a CdtntmiuoBckja between, id^ 

. iiritu GoQJd^lSiFJ -a Icitle Ids fihcttOBic^ m^ 
!i>6r« At^meiit t And firft, if ^ytwpiflpfe, ii»> 
fcnii ffid, of wiiat iUft nur Pnqrm ase {» ^ 
Pead'-^ " ■ ■■ • ^•■■•' r-'. •.. 

:{&8>^j&; The ^nefv&l between Dttdi ^aIIfl 
Ute ^nd <)f the Wotld, bemg a Sttte i»f in>» 
perfeft Blifs, ^nd fupreme Hafipinefe ,9iOC ^ 
Ibee^k^ed da > the ftefuneftion^' .Sk^uytr /or 
the T>ead ttm be itit)pded t» IflHmecM tfap 
<>tiai)loti, aM taife the Sati$fildit& «f this 
Period j and fome leiTer KaiUtigB^^natMoefl 
^, «)ay <Mi that $aoaoui be ixH|veii ^ Men 
^u!^ atid honc^ in tile fiialfl^' aad^C^Rito, 
for which ^lns^vsA^ otiiefwift Itatfer in the 
4p9nj|trgt«tio!)» 1^ ^tiAM^<ver, 
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/rM.And will a bare Poffibflify of this, 
when dierfcis an fequal Poffibility of the con- 
trary, prove Prayer fir the Dead a neceflary 
Duty h Or if our Prayers could be fo benefici- 
al to the Dead, is it conceivable, that Chrift 
and his Apoftles would have given us no man'- 
ncr rf Dire^on to ^ray. for the Dead, no 
Esample pf it, 00 Pn^fe to it? 

jHeofh^ SuJehnyBf^es us in the Jail: Verfe 
of his Ga£^lj that our I/>rd^ things 

hefides thofe which are written : And how 
can we be£ire^: but laftruftions on this ffead 
might be feme of thetp > 

, /««• This is childiih Trifling: The Evan- 
.gelifl) fays, thfre are many things^ which Je- 
Jus did (bv which the bcw Expofitors under- 
jkmd his;Micacles) net written in this Book ^ 
and by what Rule of Reafoning can you thence 
infer, tfaatmany things hetaught are not writ^ 
ten? At this rate every new Fancy of any 
iiiture Imto^ator, if not fiipported' py any o- 
thcr Parti ©f Scripture, inay be defended by 

quotic^LtiiisI Text. 

• NpifhA But what, if we ; can prove Prajer 

fertheDfodrnpyned in Scripture? 

Ire^ Then you need tiot nave made this 

oli0i::Ob)9^on. • 

IJeoph^'t^ fecond Book of Maccabees^ 
thougnnO' Pint of the imfpired Writings^ yet 
is an imiSXI^Ptionable Tcftimony of Matter 
of Fad : And i» the tw^itfth Chapter of tliat 

Book 
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Bodk we have an Inftance of Pirayer for the 
DeacL 

Iteru The Men, for whom thofc Prayer* 
were offered died in unrepcnted Idolatry, fee 
Ver. 40. and for fuch Men you do not think 
it lawful to pray. 

Neoph. Though they went too far, flill 
this proves, that the jews prayed for the 
Dead^ and. though the Excefs was criminal, 
the Prayer it felf might not be fo. 

Ireru Again at yoUrMight-nots? Either pro- 
duce fome ProdTfor what you fay, or I (hall 
take Leave to conclude, tnat the Prayer it 
felf, not only might be, but was, exceeding 
what they had any Warrant to do. 

Neoph. Eph. vi. iS. St. Foul commands 
JUS to pray for all Saints^ this- neceffarily in- 
cludes the Dead. 

Iran. Your ExpoMon has no Foundation 
in the Context, nor 2tTiy Commentator ancient 
or modem to countenance it: And till you 
prove the Dead the proper Objed of our Pray- 
ers, the Phrafe all Saints mM^ be underflood 
of all the Living Saints only. We read in 
Scripture, that devout Men carried Stephen 
p> his Burial^ and made great Lamentation 
over him^ but no where, that they offered any 
Prayers for him j ^hich it's highly reafonable 
to luppofe they would have done, had this 
fort or Devotion been then locked on as an 
E/fential Chrijlian O^e.Su Paul wridng to 
Thejfalonians^ cautions them to refltrain 

their 
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Friends, and comfort themfelves with thd 
Hqp«b of fleeting them at the Uft Day* iTi(^c^ 
Qiap. iv* Hei« bad beeo a fiui; Opportupity^ 
9f puttinif them to mind to ihew their AfFe^^ 
ons to their dear Friends, by ]^aying hr them* 
whereby they mi^ impifove their Condition, 
and get them adva,QGed to a greater DegrcQ ot 
BJiCsi but the Apoftkixp odthiAgUke it, fad 
kne\7 nothing ot this Uo^ifle* 

Ihopb*. You will not dei>y fure, that St- 
fad prayd for Qnijiphorm a^er he wa$ dead^ 
9 Tim, I. I d^ for had he been alive, tha Apoi 
file would have falttted him diftindly, as wafi 
his Cuftom, where the Mailer of the Family 
was liWng, and not his Houihold only. I 
know you have an £vafiau for this, by 
pretending, that he was then at Kme, an4 
thatv* ly* isaot with our Tranflation to be 
tendred wb9n bit wot' #r RarM^ but hing ht 
Rome^ in the prefem Teofe ; But were it fet^ 
the Sahitatioti of fo oottfidtrable a Peribit 
would cettaiolT have been fm to Timothy* 

hem But what if our Tranflation be lighi; 
aad he had been lately at Romy but was net 
there wheii Sti faui wrote to Timotlyi but 
cither od hit Eeturo Home, or gone to fome 
ottkcff Pk€e> Then the DmiifiQd of aiiy Sa« 
locatioQ taor from l&m h eafily aceouotcd 
§ot» And had he been dead, it had been moisi 
saotfal kit Su Fdul t^ Imfa calkd it the 



Hoiifliold of his Widow, or whofoevey elfe was 
Head of the Fatiiily at that time. 

NeopL It isTime to proceed t& theTefti- 
monies of the Fathers -^ and the iSrft 1 Ihall 
produce, isTertulJtdn^ who flouiriflied withiti 
lefs thaii loo Years after the Death of Si^ John. 

Iten. I can tell ybUbf a much earlier Tefti- 
ihony, and of confidetable Weig;lit 'ih this 
Contrbverfy, but not on ypar Sidfe i I ttrtan 
the Epijile of the Church of Smytna epntern- 
ing the Martyrdom ofSu rolvcatp j iil Which 
We have an Account of the. decent Ititfefftieiit 
of his Bones, and their Refolution to tneet 
In order to rejoyce and give Thahks, and 
celebrate with Uladnefe the biirth-t)ay of 
his Mattyrdom , but n6t a \yord of jiiraving 
forhifii* 

l^eoph. This is btily to evade my Cititiori 
from Tertullian^ who Wit'neffesi, That thd 
Chrtfiians of his Time mentioned, the Names 
of the decedfed on the Ariniverfaty bf their 
Deaths in the V racers of the Eucharijiic Sacri^ 
fee: This Praftice he allows to be uncom- 
manded in Scripture; but affirtjis rt to be 
grounded on Tradition^ confirmed hy Cujiomj 
and followed by one Generation on the Credit of 
that which went before^ 

Iren. If there be no Command in Scripture 
for Prayer for the Dead, as Tertullian al- 
lows, then your own Evidence lias overturned 
aU your Proofs from Scripture. 

F Neofb. 
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Neoph. Notfo^ for fpeaking in the fame Place 
of Trine-Immerjion in Baptifm^ he fays of that 
too, that we have no Law for it in Scripture; 
Kot that we have none for Baptifm^ but that 
we ha\fe none for the Circumftance of Trine- 
Immerfiqn \ and fo he may likewife mean, that 
though we have a Command in Scripture to 
pray for the Dead, yet we have none for do- 
ing it on the precife Day of their Death, 

Iren. This Anfwer would fuffice, if as clear 
Scripture-Proofs could be produced for Pr/jy^r 
fortheDead^2isiQTBaptif7n: That Sacrament j 
is manifeftiy inftituted there, but of Prayer 
for the Dead thtre is not one Word, anymore 
. than of the time for it; Now Tradition alone 
can make nothing neceflary, and if this Tefti- 
mony is of fuch Force as you pretend, why have 
you not revived Trine-Immerjion} 

Neoph. Let it be revived as foon as you 
pleafe. 

Iren. That's no Anfwer j if Tradition makes 
the Revival of the one neceflary , the 
fame Tradition will make the Revival of the 
other neceflary alfo. 

Neoph Prayer for the Dead has been all a- 

. long praftifed in the Church till the i6th 

Century, Trine -Tmmerfion long ago laid a- 

lide, for which no doubt the Church had good 

Reafon, 

Iren. I grant it, and that Reafon was the 
Authority the Church has in things indifferent, 
whichfhe may difconrinueornot,asfliepleafes j 

but 



but in BJfeiitials (he has not the fame Liberty* 
Befides you are now, contrary to your own 
Principles, refolving the EffentialitjoiVr oy- 
er for the head^ not into early Tradition, 
but the Continuance of it in the Church in 
after Ages. 

Neoph. Trine-Immerjton is but a Ceremony 
attending the Cefebratioii of Baptifm^ but 
Frayer for the Dead is an EJfentiarChri/lia?^ 
Duty. 

Ire n. This is indeed your Opinion, but 
where does TertuUian make this Diftinftiori > : 
Neopb. The thing fpeaks for it felf ^ in Pray- 
er for the Dead an Article of Faith is cbh- 
cerned, ^ndi the Communtdn of Saints is not 
throughly anfwered without it. 

Iren. Wherein our Communion ' with the 
Saints confifts, is exc^lldntly explained by 
Biihop P ear/on^ an^ Other learned .Writers of 
cur Church on the Creed y none of whpm make 
JPrajer for the Df ad any Part of it: And it 
is incumbent on you, who affert the contrary, 
to prove, that Prayer for the Dead is capable 
of being beneficial to the Saints departed ^ 
For what Man, whom God has blefTed with 
commonSenfe,can imagine our Communionwitb 
t:he Saints to confift in offering uncommanded, 
unprofitable Prayers for theni > 

XTeoph. You miftake in calling them uncom- 
manded, and if TertuUian really meant, that 
there was no Law for the Prayers themfelves 
in Scripture, he was miftaken too. 

F 2 Tren* 
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Iren^ I believe TertuUian was indeed mi-? 
ftaken, but not in that, but in the CoofirmaT 
tion he imagined Praye^: for the Dead to have 
from Tradition, I fliall give three Reafons, 
why I think him herein miftaken ; and the 
firlt is, becaufe we have not the leaft Hint of 
any fuch Praflice before his Time j the fecond, 
becaufe after his Time we hear nothing of it 
out qfJfric^ till after the third Century : The 
laft, becaufe it is probable he received this 
Tradition together wi?h his Mtmtanifm, 

^eofkt To your firft and fec(Wid Reafon \ 
Reply, that if no Writer prior to Tertulli^n, 
nor after him^ out of ^«V» till the third Cen- 
tury, recommends Prayer for the Dead, fo 
neither does any condemn it. 

Irsn. A very preity Tradition, wTiere no- 
thing is delivered ! And which istolje provedf 
not pjr'Teftirnoni^ qf Perfons well acqugin- 
ted with it, but by the Silence of thofc who 
never he^rd of it, 

Neoph, Tpyour third p.eafon I anCwer; 
that if he had received this Tradition toge- 
ther with his Mofit4f('f'f>, ix would not follow, 
that it was errpnepus ; for though the MontA 
iiifis believed Mont^ntis the Organ of tlie 
Holy Ghoft, preached up Divorces, andimpft 
fed new Rigours, they were otherwife, as to 
the main of their Creed, Orthodox enough. 

Jren, Supppfe they were, yet this wiU nfc 

yer prove, that an iJfage of tjieirs is noton|y 

right, 
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light, bpt neceflaiy, njeuelY beq^vifp of tkeir 

Xmnz it. 
NeQph* Ter(ulf^n*$. Treatife dd (Jot^a waf 

T^ote two Xears. before he turned Mmm^ft* 
irm, St. J^rfl»j, Dx. v^«>, P« ?»», ^fh 
«i«f , and TtUetfoot^ all agree tl»at it was w^p^ 
i^er, as cited by th^ leai^qed Author of tli^ 

Ne'opb, Trine-dttmffj[fQ9y inepti9ne4 W tho 
fame Paifage, is no Bwioh o( Moff/fni^ whj 
then {hov4d Frayer fpr the De^4 f^i und^ U| 
Cngi4?u: an Imputation? efpeci^jly confide^ 
ring that neither Mufuhitft, ^iphtmmy nor 
St,^^«», ever put it into the Lift QfMma* 
nijiical Errors. 

Iren, All thofe lifl;» were ro^e, wljen Ffay^ 
er for the Dead was come into store general 
yfe, and it is not likely, thatthqy, who lived 
in the Pradice of them,, would cpa4eiiin theuu 
J^epph, If Prayer for the De^d he Montor. 
nifm, apd was m general Ufe in the Time 
of Et^ebius, it will bes ha?d to acquit the Jfi- 
ce^e Council froin thi& Imputation. 

Ireu. The. Error i^n.ot fo dangerous as ta 
oblige any Majn, whp does not efteem the 
Vicene Council infallible, to take pains to ac- 
quit them from being miftaken \fi this Point, 

Nfoph. Was not the Church the«^ in a State 
pf Purity? And finpe we receive their Creed, 
why fhould we fufped them miftaken in Aeir 
Wprftiip? 
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Iren. The Church never was in a State of 

{)erfeft unfpotted Purity, nor ever will be, as 
ongasit confifts of weak, fallible Men: And 
in mch a State of Purity, as is confiftent with 
riieWeakncffes and Infiripities of Mankind, Er- 
rors of lefs Cohfequence, and Ufages not ne- 
ceffary, may creep m: A right Creed fliay be 
owned by fuch, as are not to be defended in fe- 
veral Parts of tlieir Worlhip. 

Neoph. My next Authority is from St. Cj- 
prian^ who informs us of a Sy nodical De- 
cree, That if any of the faithful nominates a 
Clergyman in his laft Will for any Guardianfhip 
or civil Truji^ his ifame pould not he mention- 
ed after his Deceafe at the Eucharijlic Sacrifice^ 
nor any recommendatoryfrayer forms Repofe of- 
fered to God. 

Iren. The Paffages in St. Cyprian^ relating 
to the Commemoration of the Dead, fpcak 
rather of Returns of Gratitude and Thankfgi- 
ving for their good Examples and happy De- 
liverance from this finful , World, than Pray- 
ers in their behalf j and what you tranflate 
a recommendatory Vrayer for his Kepofe^ ought 
to be tranflated a Sacrifice of Thank/giving 
for his rejiing in Peace. 

Neoph. But the Example of one, who left 
a Clergyman his Executor, was not good, how 
then could they give Thanks for fuch a Man*s 
Example > 

Iren. You fpeak before you think j for 
had you copfidered the Paflage uader De- 
bate, 
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bate, you could not but obferve, that it is an 
exprefs Decree, to give no Thanks for fuch a 
Mans Example, and that the ufual Praifes 
Ihould not be lent up to Heaven on his Account* 
¥eoph. But why did the Church give Thanks 
for the Death of its Members ^ were the Surr 
vivers then glad, purely becaufe the ffood Peo- 
ple were gone from their Companj? Did they 
re Joyce only becaufe they were rid of them> 

Iren. If you can be lerious in fuch Qjie- 
ftions as.tnefe, yoii are to be pitied: But 
Ihow a Chriftian, who believes, that God has 
prepared unfpeakable Joys for thofe, who love 
and feryehira, can beat alofs to know, why 
the Church Ihould give Thanks for the Deli- 
verance of the Ri^teous out of this troublc- 
fome World, isfomewhat difficult to conceive* 
You may call fuch Trifling as this Wit, but 
it favours too much of Profanenefs, to be ap- 
plauded by any ferious good Chriftian, 

NeopK The ancient Liturgy in the Apo- 
Jlolkal Conftitutiofis has a Vraj^er for the Saints 
departed: And we meet with Pr/zy^r for the D^/^rf 
in the Liturgies 6i St. Bafil and St. Chryfo- 
ftom, the old Galilean and Mof arable Mijfals^ 
the Ordo Romanus^ and in almoft all the reft 
cited by Cajfander. 

Iren. I have' faid enough of the Ajpojlollc 
Conjlitutions^ when you cited them ror the 
Mixture -, and fuppofing all thefe Liturgies 
could be proved much ancienter , than 
in Facl they can they can never prove 

that 
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tliat i ttttJeflaty Duty, which was Hot fo itt 
\htfirfi 'Age dfChrlpani^. 

V'^o^. Epijrhaniiis xaiKes the rejediflg of 
thefe Prayers Part of Aeriush Heref^. 

hen. Eii;hfelr Epiphdhius niuft be guilty of a 

great Error in making the not ufiiig thefe 

rrayersa Heref^p^j or tv'e muft think the Pri- 

' ^Ttiv'e 'Church highly to blame for not teacb* 

iftgthe famfe. 

l^etfph. One muft eithfer hivft rfetefted 
ith6 C(Jrtimuiri6n of the Church in his Time, 
t^r 5oiWeA in PrOfir fot the IftfdJ'. for the 
'ChurcAi wdtild not h4vfe admitted a Man, iH^hb 
1t!ftis-d tb ifrky for the !)efa^ to her Communi- 
on, as appears frdto A^us tetng jadgfed ah 
tteretic dtt thaft Accotftit. 

Iteh. That Cenfure of Epiphanius is his 
^O^nptivate SeJhfeof the Ntatter, hot thet>e- 
cifion df'tht 'Church: Aftdthat he was a hafty, 
too warm Man, aj^pea^^ Irom his BehavioiA 
to St. Chtyfojitm i ti wh6m the Church had 
a far different Opiftibh ftrpto that ot I^ipha- 
"nitfs. Ahd, though it might be bettei' to cdih- 
"ply with iPtayers for the Dead^ than break 
the Z7wiif)/dftlieChufchi this will n6t juft^ 
*hofe, who break that tlnitv^ father than jpiii 
in a Liturgy, which has them iiot. 

Neoph. St. Affibrofe^ fpeaking of the Empe- 
ror Valentiftian^ and his Bi*other Gr/^//^w, pco- 
itiifes, that if his Prayers ^an he of any Service^ 
he would pray daily for them^ and never omit 
their Memory at the ^UcbMJl. 

Irem 
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Inhh.i^i^eaks.ia this very Qyotatiort 
li)ie ^Mar^who doubted whether his Pray- 
ers were of any Service to his Friends decea- 
fcd, or no. . .■ ,.— 

, ' Neopb. St. Jujlin. declares,;; that it was cfae 
^Ciifton^ of rhe Univerfol, Church. in his Time 
%o pray for the Dead: Andhurrfelf pijayedfor 
his deceafed Mother MonuOf. :, ■ ;. . 

Iren. St.^j^i7i, whalived about, the l3tter 
End of the fourth Ce^Qturyj comes toQ.l&te, to 
be a cpmpetent ,'Witnels_ in . jfc(tljng a JDifpute; 
about what wasdone^h'^efi^fl:' and&cbnd. 

Keopb, St, Qtril o£_^£rafalemaSivms it. to 
have been tlieCuflom of the Church, to priy. 
for all. the faithful : dfP^M* V^ the Comj^u- 
iiion Cffiic%";*n(l that theyihelieved this a.yeryV 
beneficial qe^yice to the^ Spirits departed. 

/«n. In the Sentetice rgnwiediately prece-. 

triarchSf 'Prophets, ^nd ^attyrs, that- Gfid 
might ^ec^yejbeir Reqtte^s.hy, Virtue, of the 
Prayers analntreaties of tl^tim-y which isfiich," 
^n AfGrpijt .tPjgfir Samoi4^s ^edmorial Office, 
ttat r hope, you: wilhlcarce.-plead in its De- 
ience..;!^ '.:, ',. ,..._., ^.\. r' - : ■■'■ 

i^eo^h.\TkQ^ yft%diVQh3itQh& Mediator of 
Redemption^ there may be many of Intercef- 
Jion.i Every^one,yhorfolM^i£^5 fpr another at 
tlie ! Throiip^ of , Grace, is fo&r a Mediator : 
j^.o^^Vf3s ,3,\M&diator fqrl^is. friends, and pre- 
yailed with'God. St, Paul defired the Ephe- 
j^hnJ'Chap. vi. n. 19. to pray for hira-, and 
G when 
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when they did fb, they mediate^ vr'^xh Go4 in 
his* Behalf, Now, if the Sa«it§ depsrijtf d pr^y 
for us, is it not law^l for us to pcay to Gdtf, 
thattheirPray^rs raay beheard> "" 

Iren. The Diftinftion of Mediatotf of Ui?^- 
demption^ and Ihienefjion^ is tak^n ftom the 
P^/?^/i& DoHpTs^ and was invented fey them to 
defend th^eir Jr^^fjktfof the Sia^mrj and Angels^ 
It is not proper to ran 4nto a Gontroycr^ fo- 
reign to the Qiieftion we ' ar^ now udoil 
wherefore I fliall only refer you, for ah Amwei^ 
to ail you have herefur^dltom tliePapfifts^ to 
DTlTilld/on's Serfeoits finder thfel^^ CS^ 
Jefu6 the onfyJ^M^djator hetwe^p Gbff an^ 

N^opk. I hope ycM^ll npt fay,' tfi^t fK^ff 

for 4he beadi% ^b^lut^ly uhiawft^V W^^ 
be granted iawfl^l^^^ flitte needs no ■ nidre^ to 
prove' if necefew,^^^^^^^^ is ^ heceffary Pugr 
to«my for all; rof^Whbhi k is kwral tt)t)ray«^ 
I^en. I thMjk* It i fofficipnt p^eafon to 
•doubt of the Lk\i^tiels 6i Praj^brs for di^ 
Head^ that tfiey^are tmwarrahti^^ 
no Ganiftftand ' for, br Dired^ 
them, in Scripture^^ W Pronii&' 'to, W ExanS; 
pie of them j fo that we canno^ ofer ^hcn^ fe 
Faith 5 and libhatfe^er is not cf" Faith, is 

Sin. ■ -^ -■';• ■ =-^ '' ■': ^•^■ 
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condemned, the Alitteity of ^h^CjiurctL i|^'3 
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%rf |6ba Reafon to fettle in us a Perfwafion 

Jdren, Tt,^Clmrck in tKe ApoJIoUcd A^e did 
fiot enjoSii. them, neither does our pwn ^ what 
<^^^rch*s Authorit^J^ then is it that you mean > 

the 
by 

PrelTcri^tion and Authority, that a particular 
C5&iurch' cannot {et it ^de. , 

./ren. It is Itrange you can fo confidently 
affirm,' mat the Apoftolical Church us'd Tri- 
ers wx xkttXpad^ whtn you don*t pretend to 
j^oduce any e^lier Telfemony than that of 
IhrtuliMiVy and all your Prefcription and Au- 
thority has j^een already weighed in the Balan- 
iSesV a^d' d^und' wanting. As to Qur own 
Churdi,. ir laying, ^d'e the Pradice of them 
Be condeoatiing them,^ flie has condemn'^ 
theni. 

'Seophfr ft will be^r a' Difpute, wTiether fiie 
^as'tota^lj^ laid' them afid'e or no. The Petition 
lii the Litany 5 l^einem^er not Lord our Offen^ 
cesy nor the Offences of our Forefathers^ &c. 
jfeems to readi the dec^as*dj. and the Prayer Iq 
Jthe iferi^rO^^ wiu.^h? Be^s, Almtghty God^ 
^it^whdm $f live ^iJoe^lrits of them , that de^ 

part hence m ^'^ Lord^ dtc feems full to this 
Serife, 

tren. If the (Jlliuf ch in her prefent Liturgy 
^ays foBth^ Dqad', to wJi^Piirpofe have you- 
m^de all\this Noife and'Di about a^ 

J^cfl^ ot Alterations on tfiat Accoiint > 

G 2 Hfeoph. 
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l^eoph. ,Bec2i\i(e ihe does not pray for them 
fully and explicitely enough i now, in things 
of this Confequence, the Senfe fliould be clear 
an^ exprefs, and free from all Ambiguit}^ 

Ire7i. If you are fatisfied, that you have t|ie 
Subftan.ce, fure it is much better to be content 
with that, than to make a Breach in the Church 
oFCbriJf. 

NeopL I am not fatisfied, that we have the 
Subftance , for unlefs the Words Militant here 
on Earth be ftruck out of the Communion- 
Office, the Dead are not remembred in the 
JEuchariftic Sacrifice, and our Prayer for them, 
not being join'd with the Memorial of Chrift*s 
Paflion, moft lofe its moft valuable Recomt^ 
mendation. Nay farther, thofe Words feem 
defign'd to exclude Vrayer for theD^^^^ and 
then, if the Litany and Burial-Office compre- 
hend the deceased, there is a plain Inconfiften- 
ty in the prefent Liturgy. 

Iren. To put up a Pe;tttlon in one (^%x:t^ an4 
not put up the fame in. another, is no Ijiconfi- 
ftency. 

Neoph. The Words Militant here on Earth 
are not Terms of Omiffion, but Exclufion. 

Jren. Of Exclufion from the Office, where- 
in they are us'd, I grant they are ; but not from 
thofe Offices, in which they are not us*d, Be-^ 
fides thp Qjjieftion is not, whether we may 
lawfully defire to have thofe Words omitted, 
but whether it will warrant a Breach in the 
Church, if the Omiffion of then) bg refufed > 

' Jfeoph, 
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Neopi).' The Church being ifldependent on 
the State, we had Authority to do what wc 
did, and to reftore thefe things in what Man-. 
ner we pleas'd. 

Iren. And fo from the Church's, being in- 
dependent on the State, . you would infer, that 
everydlergyman is independent on the Church, 
and at Liberty tp alter the old Liturgy^ com- 
pofe new Fornix ^ ?ndfet up pew ^Effentials in 
Oppofitioii to the Church, If thi§ be youjr 
Way of Reafoning, I envy you not your Skill 
in Logic. : .: 

Neofh. If we had been ever fo ipuch mifta- 
ken, as to the Neceffity of reftojing the four 
things contended for, the Church ought, ac- 
cording to St.JP/rii/'s Rule in the fourteenth 
of the Romans^ ^ to have complied with out 
Weaknefs, rather than come to . a Divifion 
&bout a Matter, which we cannot wave, and 
yoii may without fhocking your Confciences 
pradife. 

Jren. Juft before you was. borrowing an 
Argunjent from the Papijis^ now you are 
learning to cant from the DiJfeftPers, whofe 
comniofli Pljea this is for the Neceffity of the 
Governouys of the Church making thofe Al- 
terations in ikp Worfliip and Difcipline there- 
of, which their weak Confciences cannot comr 
ply with* But the fame Anfwer will ferve 
you both, ^i«. That the Compliance SuPaut 
prelTes is in things of petfed Indifference, 
vjrhere iffye CompUer is entirely at Liberty; 
' . .'"' ' ^ ' * But 
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But Is^ mik^m-fSimiS tii'to frkic tfiafb'^ the 

its beft and trueft Members, myy arid ad 
aaaindi ^f d^Mf JH^tAen!^ du< c^ s^ Com- 

flbr'd!, k a> >»li^ for th^' pefim of iBt ffo^ 

iHttcIi,. ttfe are ef Op'Mdnj tfteyarentot ^ly 
confecrated. The Apojlolical ConpitutiiMf\tiVt 
«.p8ritittw itt thft Cof^^^ion fi^^r, for the 
f)8feeMeo#tlK?teyGH<i*ft,: tomafce^AieBrtid 
t^e Bsa^', sm tilt thhid Gl^ Ac Eadod" 6£ 
CteJft: Ais havd all^afH thiifatacicnt Utti^ieS 
cited lattdfei* t^ife fbrtndr Heatfi S^. ^5^ df fe- 
mifdefh,- ^d> S&v^i^ ifeacfti that the Corife- 
Aatiotf fe pcVfbrtfl'tf by tftfe'Operatibn of me 
Mdly (Slteifl? j attd St. J^/fPreftts to' tKfe-lcnoWii 
JPrayer for its Defcent on the Euchariffib El'e- 
mente, a's^dW'lrtffiasice of liiiijtn'itt^'Tradiifon. 
i mi^ aM^ mott frorti' Eitkjmfiic^Mfu 
qeAcfy biM?P tiiirtft tliis fe^flifffclehtT . 

*<?Hi rdaiihd* Bht *ih^(^, that; if di'e Gbn^ 
fecFattoA wKife t0 feepferfbrfei-d only By a 1*/ ^^i* 
/oi' th^ Topcoat of tUSBo^ dBoft on'tbe Eu- 
cbariflkal- Ettinienfs'y We'C^ioUfd'hiVe- fikd'^ forad 
Acftourit in tfie'Riftory of tfie Biftittition, ei- 
i^et of'Ci&>'^»foc<Mifecrati4lffthcra, br'giving 
KreaSoiis' to his Ajdftlfe fo^to-dbj;. urilefe ytii 
catF^itiauce fon;ic|4bOf of this ftOdi Sfcrifltdre; 

where. 
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Wba*. after tbumfi wigs^^^h, I ftn 
fei npthing EVe,jf j VPW I(*iwpWS,fr9P 
Ilie Fathers, wjip, ftt# pane ()f„%ip f^Jjjc 
than the third Century, tho' thgf nm iW>W 
jjlisia ^Qod uftfuJP^yw, <;aJ» BepePforf o£ 
itSBei!^ ,iiec«;ftr)r ,^ lii&lUial to til^Gspfo- 
j:t3tipc(. ' , , i , . I i 

2%fc I fl^II stKF yw gfiTipBflSrJPlpsrf 

B^e^d *»(! Wwe; 19 blefe in tk^ ScriirtBW 
l-aWSF %w6fft tp MK ftr » Blefeg i *■»# 
Obj!5. thf;;pie(E»gs »fiMod dje p^hfit gre,f[gt 
VeyM by t^e^ftoly.tjjjoft, q^ Smow i» 
blefuDg'the Elements t^y iii otjfcx W(^49 b^ 
f^ to ^ye^D^y'^jV ^^^ P^fifM «fjbi? Holy 

nj^ds us ttj do. . . ;, M ,ii 

■ Zi^, This 150 flr^nge foi|iBS,ffc(¥Jt.W«y«f 
'W'PS' ^"^ '* Dsfidss altpgetjief .* M^afe? 
Fpr'hKfliJpj, or fpijwig,f(ir ji,^ffi5g, ini 
where in Scripture fignJgesPraying. fe the D«» 
fcem of the Holy Ghqft 3 neither fiM Bny Com- 
mentator, ancient or iiaoderr^, £vbe fq^upd^j 
i|'4nd Cijrj/?'s Words j andif thi|ii^\¥-Is*?EpiW;T 
tation of yours hold gppd, w aKJOg 8 Bl5fl»% 
at a Meal i^^afiug fir , tbe.f^fiim of tm 
B,oly Gbojl on mr, FiSiuif/, fti}^_ .wbm Chrifl 
biefe'dthe Loaves ^nd the t^t^iSfmU Pi&leSi 
l»e pray'd for the Pefcf at of ;((»* HjJy Ghoft 
4pon them. ; , • ; .._; • .r- 

iff of b. This Teruj iJefi biitBot always 
the fame Signiiication, the Difference of the 
. . _ Adion, 
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Aftion;: t6 which. it is applied, fliews the t)ifte-' 
tence of its Meaning; and there can be no 
Parallel between a lolemh Inftitution and a 
comi^on Meal. \ ' 

• Jren: Juft before ycii affeirted, that to blefs 
in Scripture " Language fignified to pray for a 
Bleffing to be conveyed by the Defcent of th6 
HalyGhoftj this you faid of the Signification of 
the Word in general . without dny Limita- 
tion: Now indeed you'^eak* as if you thoiigh^^ 
$t had that^ Senfe only in ' the Hiftory of the, 
inftitution, but there Will be* fomething ' r66re 
than your bare AlTertion requifite, to prove 
it fo to fignify, even therei \ 

Neoph. By producing other p^allel Pafla- 
^es of Scripture, I Ihali evince that to be the 
true Senfe of it. The firftis Heb. i5^*\i4«" 
where our Saviour is faid V^ have offered Mm- 
f elf to God by the Eternal Spirit^ which Offe- 
ring was made, though not finiflied, kt the 
Ittltitutioii of the Eucharift, . . '. \ 

^: Iren. This Text is fb differently expouild-^ 
ed bv Interpreters, (fome underftandihg ir of 
an Oblation made in Heaveti, arifwering'^to' 
the Legal ;pblation in : the HoJ^of ^^Hm^ i/ 

made'' on Kakh, ^ip^ 
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the ^iritf «nderftahding Cibr^s'humatt Soul^'^ 
caliea Bkrhal becaufe of its Immortdlity j* 
6ther8 interpreting it of the ^vine Na&teJ^ 
that no certain Doftrine can be built dft iiicil 
obfcute Wdrds j leaft of all that contended 
i6x. ■■■ •• '■..'- ^ ■- -'* ■■ ■■ -'" ' "''* 

'^eofh^ 
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*Nea^h. ^t. Paul i Cor. xiv* i6. fpeaking 
againlt Prayer in an unknown Tongue, puts 
this Qjieftion ^ elfe vfhen thoujhalt kiefs wkh 
the Spirit^ how Jhall hi^ whooccupieih the Room 
€f the unlearned^ fay^ Amen^ at thy giving of 
Thanks ? This the learned Hammond^ agreea- 
bly to the Ancients, interprets of the Eucha- 
Ttm : And what is Blefling by the Spirit, but 
praying for a Blefling to be conveyed by the 
Spirit ? 

Iren. You grofsly mifunderftand the Senfe 
of the Word Spirit in this Text, which fig- 
nifies that Gift of Tongues^ which the Holy 
Ghoft conferred on the DHciples : And Dr. 
Hammond^ whom you cite for interpretini 
this Place of the Eucharift, fo renders it j if^ 
lays he, thou ddminijier the Sdctament in an 
Unknown Tongue &c. Not, if thou Confechatd 
it by a Prayer for the Defcent of the Holy Ghojl^ 
Throughout this whole Chapter the Word Spi- 
tit is put for this Gift ot Tongues, iand t6 
interpret it in your Senfe i^rould riiake Non- 
fenfe of great Part of it: So that, notwithftahd- 
ing all the Wit and artfiil Sppfaiftry of th^ 
learned Pltl/H^5 of your Schifin, it was not 
without Reafoft, that a worthj^Adveriary told 
him, thatthiswasjuJifuchaPfoofofweln- 
TuyuationrPrayer , as Abraham begat Ifaac 
'iMuld have been t I niav add, or any other 
Text {ram the firji of Qenefts t0 the laji of 
the PLeveidttons. 



Neofh. Su Paul calls the Sacramental Cup, 
the Cup of Bleffing, probably from the Prayer 
for a Bleffing us'd at theConfecration.: : 

Iren. Still you are to prove, that tlie Cup 
caa be blefledno Way but by a Pn^erfQt the 
Defcent of the Holy Ghojl : And pray tell me 
ferioufly, do you think, that there is no Blefr 
fing the Bread and Cup in oui Communion^ 
Office i 

l^eoph. It would be hard to fay fo 5 I am 
rather willing to hope, that the Force of the 
Iqvbcation is contained in it -^ butexprcfsTerms 
are more inftrudive and folemn. 

heiu This reduces our Difpute to a Poiitt 
of^^ and the ill Confequencos 

pleading fo zealouflyfor Alteratipnsnwy, an4 
nas had, in unfettling Mens Minds, affrightii:^ 
them -from the Church of Englandy^^s^^ ^ 4^f^ 
Aiye, ^bd unfafe Comjnunion, and driviiig thpflj 
to tiiepburchofRome^ or the imfngrahWotJhif 
of $cJ^fma£ical Jjffemblies^ abundantly prove 
the Unrtafonablenefs and Inexpedie^e of 1^ 
A Prayer of that Nature is ijideed a gpofi 
i^ra)*^, but not fo abfolutely neceifary, that 
we caijtjot W9rfliip aright without it^ or that 
we ough.t ta feparate on the Account of it* 

;J%^** The hiftorical Recital ofChri/i I^. 
fiitution feems the only thing you judge, ne- 
ceflary to the Confection of the; Eiemejjts 5 
for if tlie Bread and Wine are fpeait beibfc 
all have communicated, in 6rd^^.fOt,qpnigcri^|$ 
more, the Rubric direds nothing more to b^ 

; ; repea- 
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repeated than the latter Part of the Confeiira- 
tion-Vrqyer^ which contains only the bareHi- 
iftory of the Inftitutipn. This being but a 
Narration and Recital of what was done by 
• our Saviour ^ is no Confecration of the E- 
lements. 

hen. If you could have been content with 
ufitig the whole Prayer, in the former Part 
of which you allow the Force of the Invoca- 
tion to be cont lined, on fuch an Occafion^ 
your Superiors in the Church would fcairce 
nave d^^ied you that Liberty* Omx Savicur 
and hisApoJfles left us no particular Form of 
qonfecratmg the Eucharift, therefore every 
Church has Authority to provide one for its 
own Ufe : This ours has done, and, though 
it be capable of Improvement, yet fo long as 
there is no Defeft in EJfentiak^ we muft ufe 
it, till that Improvement be made by due Au- 
thority i and the Adminiftration of the Sacra- 
ment by this Form, in the Unity of the 
Church, will be more acceptable to God, and 
beneficial to ourfelves, than by themoftper- 
feft and primitive Form in a Separation 
from it. 

Neoph. The laft thing neceffary to be re- 
ftor'd, is, thoi Oblatory Prayer : I fuppofe you 
will not deny the Holy Eucharijl to be a Sa- 
crifice, and that our Saviour at his laft Sup- 
per offered the Bread and Wine as the Sym- 
bols of his Body and Blood. Mr. Mede^ Dr. 

H 2 Hickes^ 
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Hickss^ and Mr. Jdhnfon have unanfwcrably 
aflerted this Doorine. 

Iren. And in the Senfe they nnderftood it, 
1 am far from denying it: But what then? 

Neoph. What then? Whythen onr Saviour ha- 
ving commanded us to do what he did, we muft 
offer the Bread and Wine to God, which we can- 
not do but by reftoring the Oblatoiy Vrayer. 

Iren. If our prefent Service be fumcient 
for this Purpofe, there is no Neceffity for an 
Alteration, from which fuch unforefeen ill 
Confequences may follow, as ^re mcnre than an 
Equivalent to any Benefit, which may arife 
from it. And that our Liturgy is already 
Sufficient, let Mr. Johnfon^ whom you all have 
fo much Veneration for, be my Witnefs. 
In the Preface to the fecond Patt of his Clergy- 
nian\ Vade mecuniy he takes Notice, Page, 
J 08 " how fome with Vehemency have 
infifted, that the firft Colleft in the Fojl^ 
Communion fliould be inferted between the 
Confecration and the Adminiftration, or 
fome Vrayer of Oblation added in that Place. 
But, fays he, though I am fully convinced, 
that the holy Eucharift may be as juftly 
called a Sacrifice, a$ any, fave that offered 
^* on the Crofs, yet I can fee no Neceffity 
for any fujch Alteration. The Confecration 
Frayer^ and the Words ufed by the Prieft at 
" the Adminiftration, feem fufficient, if right- 

^' ]X ^PP^y*^^ ^^ ^^^ Confecration Prayer, 
•^* Chrift is faid, by ti^e one Oblation of him- 
" f^lfupon the Crofs^ to have made a full and 
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^* ^r/ir5 5^m/^^ 5 and in our Saviour's Words 
*^ of Inftitution, inferted in this Prayer, the 
*^ Bread is called his Bod^given^ i; e. Sacri- 
^ ficed for us •, r ibtf Wine his Blood Jbed^ as a 
** Libation, /(?!• w, i. e. for the RemijKon 
^ of our Sins ;^ as follows prefently after. No- 
*^ thing then can be more clear, than that the 
^ Eucnarift is hereby declared to be a Sacri- 
•* fice ^ and in the Words of Adminiftratioii, 
*- the Merits of it are applied to every Recei- * 
vtr^ The Body ofChAft^ whifb was given 
for thee ^ (and is now exhibited to God in 
thy htYidli^ preferoethy Botfy and Saul to 
everlajiing Life. No wife Man is for Air 
^ terations, but in Cafe of apparent Neceffity; 
^ which I cannot perceive in the Matter now 
^* before us# *Tis triie the Eucharift is fo 
^* commonly ftiled the Oblation or Sacrifice — 
** that if the Prayct of Oblation had continu- 
^' ed in the Place, where it was firil fixt in 
Edward the Sixth^s Time, it might very 
well have been juftified by the common 
" Praftice of the ancient Church, and even 
^* by the Scripture it felf. But I fear, that 
** an Alteration of this fort, as Matters now 
ftand, might be attended with no good Con- 
fequence/' I have repeated this long Quo- 
tation, to confute you out of the Mouth of one 
of your own Witnefles* - 

tfeoph. Mr. Johnfon has lince chan|;ed his 
Mind, as appears from both Parts of his Un^ 
kkodj Sacrifice^ There he tells us, That if any 

Bifiop 
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^cpraiwd the Sacrifice^ be n^uld ikoxe been 
4Mig^d ta^iveJN^ciettf anX)rtht^x ^ucopffht ; 
mM^Miy^^^yhap^ ^k^ the Ovneridi^ of 
dUs Ckfgy md Laity ^ bad a^edtage^e* to 
miAmiHtChri&ian Sacrifice^ any dergfman dt 
•iaymtm^rnightihace rtnmH^i$a$ ^mot^JDio- 
«4^^ ' wksire ths ^&acnfice ixroained m ' f&^eB 

I Mn. Wkatiteiif^docslie^wiy^ 

ijnraviGg' the .JSacnfice > ^du Jhave ^trtady 
Aeitttd >hiiiib.f|teak the cofntr ar y ; 
Li2faBph^ ^tt areix)O^Iml^ 'wid i was 

faamgAoi^!kE& obferved, vhatnd- 

"d^giof dBJbfdftQS pradi^le. m this'Ndtional 
(CElBarch, ife illfeiB, »^ 4^ wh9 4ire ^itmv^n'' 
-^d-tfjAe^ecBjffSty ^ tto SacHficif^ 

-md.do fbt(tbhik tbe^ fubhff't^mfi^^^ 
mt:;,<are)tB4^(Mr:wit^ and At- 

pmentis .t9 Men^fdr i^mtfeB Refiitutitm of 
ftbe .Smrrfickd'^bblatiOf^^r the Chrifiian 

dJturg^ ■'"■ "' ' 

» ; Iran. l^'XvtSsommy foiwetrCitation fbewn, 
itett iie thought our prdent liturgy ftfficient : 
-Afthdihcfw dods bis layiisg down Rules for 
-than, nrfcodiDOght otnerwife, prove, that he 
jias changed jiis Judgment > If you could 
fliew, that he has any wbone Tetradred what 
i qpotcd fromliim, that would be to the Pur- 
|K>fei if not, youmayfave your felf the Trou- 
'i>i€ of mxy more Qpiotatians. And indeed, 

as 
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it wUi be in \9iti to reafon a^tmft F^ 

Nfo^^ Thou art tke ti\& uAaf Addest^ that 
fi^f^Xh hef E^TyanAr^fijifith ta hoMXibdtFtficc 
i;f Tb^X^h^rfMr^ciharm be evex jjtmfdju A 
Iren. What Strengidfe there is ta your Ai^^ 
ix^eaitsijias already beenfeen^ aaiyourCon* 
dud has been fo rafh in this fvi^hok Dif|siilP^ 
j;?^^^ Notions {q tinfqttied^ l^at if .we obme 
o\^. tp Y^% we know not where we fhall 
ft(^ 5 Xm pleaded fiar King Ednmifd^ Litnrgi^ 
firft, now you have compos'd Fopias of y«oar 
©wn \ yicsw nave brought ia Uoftion- ki .Coafir- 
fm^% UoSion of the Sick, vrifidi uiiidb 
yot) pretend to the Gift of njitscuiobs Heaiiii| 
iD^ea&s^ yoiu can give.noReafiki fbr^ jm- 
ha/ve (Miher things l:iU to trifh fiir, \rhtc2ii^ 
wh^ i;beymay be. Time wdli difco<«r. Of» 
of you is now writing lb pravft the ^^^ffiljl 
ofPurificatio7i after Death in the Middle State^ 
which I take in other Words to be the Dodrine 
of Purgatory : Another, to prove the Neceffi- 
ty of the Oblatory Prayer, has afferted, that 
Chrift never offered himfelf, but in the Sacra- 
ment^ and that his Sufferings on the jCrofg. 
were not his own Ad and Deed, but his being 
forcibly offered by th&Jews^ and noOblatioa 
of himfelf. Thef^ are fuch dangerous Tenets, 
(an4 ^what more, your Schifmmdy be teemin} 
witfi,: who knowp^) that you muft cxcufe m«^ 
i£ I mmk it \^y^^^^ aCoraf- 

j\- ■ muxuoi^ 
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ffiuHion, and continue to attend the repilar 
Ofdinanees of my orthodox Paftor Theodorw. 

Veopb. I challenge Theodorus^ I challenge 
the Author of the No Reafons^ I challenge 
the Author of the No Necejfay^ &c. I ch5-- 
Icnge any of the Favourers of the prefent ini- 
porcft Liturgy, to difpute with me. 

Iten. This is Phrenzy \ good Sir, compofe 
yourfelf, and retire. 

Neoph. ni go home, and wtite an unan- 
fwerable Book againft you, and he that dafes 
to meddle with it, had better thruft his Hands 
in die Fire* 

hen. Of writing many Books there is no 
End : If ynu would go home, and ftudy m the 
Fear of God the Commandments he has given 

S^inft all Divifions and Separations from his 
iurch, it would turn to a much better Ac- 
count. And, in Hopes you will do fo, I bid 
you heartily Farewell. 

ti - 

FINIS. 
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I HE preceding, jibridgment was jirji 
- drawtt up^at the requeji, er rather contr 
j taand {for fuch I efte'em all his Re- 
quejis) of a Gentleman of great Learn- 
I ittg and Piety., who thought an Ah^aM 
of this Nature might be very fervicea- 
hle to thofe among the Laity, who neither have lei- 
fure to read the Controverfy at large, nor Capacity to 
judge of many of the Arguments therein ufed. He 
thought, it would be of great Advantage to them, to 
have the Suhflance of what has been wrote on both 
fides brought into as fhort a Compafs as pofjible, and 
reduced to fo clear and plain a Methad, that it might 
he intelligible ^veit to the meanefi Capacities, andferve 
them for an effeSual Antidote againfi the artful and 
fubtU Reafonings of our late upftart Reformers. The 
Book was pubUJh'd iw April, lyzo. with an Appeal 
to our Adverjaries tbernfelves for the Fidelity of the 
Author in propojing their ObJeSiions in their fall 
Strength, and having put nothing in their Mouths, 
biti what they have really /aid in the Courfe of the 
I Gift. 
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Controverfy : Jni no Complaints were then made 
againft it^ nor any Suggejiions advanced to the contrary. 
But after near two Teafs filence^ at lafl^ an anony- ' 
mous Pamphlet 7?^^/j^'»f^ the JVorld^ under the art--, 
ful 7'itle of The common Chriftian inftrufted in fomc , 
ncceflary Points of Religion j in which the jibrid^ 
ger is accufed of not having faithfully reprefentedthe 
Arguments of his Adverfaries^ nor fufficiently main^ 
tained his own fide of the ^eftiou. On perufal of 
the Book^ I found little in it^ be fides general unproved 
AJfertions^ and old baffled Objections repeated with as 
much confidence J as tf nothing had been faid to con^ 
fute them : Upon which I immediately difcern^d^ that 
there was no necejfity to give my felf the troubk of 
' publifbing a particular Anfwer to the whole j // being 
a fuffcient Refutation of great Tart of that'Book^ 
only faithfully to compare it with the Pajfages it 
is wrote againft : What requires a more particulaf 
-Confideration fhall be examined here with as much Bre-- 
^ity^ as poffible > yet fo^ as to give the Reader a jujl 
Idea of the Spirit and Abilities of this anonyinous 
Author, and of the Depth and Strength of bis Pet'- 
formance. 

He begins^ Page 4, f , with a grofs Mifreprefen^ 
tation of what Ifay^ concerning tradition j the Gon^ 
iroverfy about which I thought to be in a great Mea-^ 
fure owing to each fide^s mtfunderflanding the mean^ 
ing of its Adverfary : For I charitably hoped ^ that 
the Eflentialifts did not fet Tradition and Scripture 
on an equal Foot^ . but only pleaded for interpreting 
Scripture by fuch Traditions^ as have been received by 
all Chrifiians^ in all Places^ and can be traced up to 
the Primo-Primitive Apoftolical Age 5 and againfi 
fuch Traditions^ I am fur e^ the Cuvkch of Eng- 
land does not fpeak. Vide Abr. Page 4, f. 
If I was miftaken in this charitable Confiru&ion of 
their Meanings lafktheir pardon ; but^ I tbink^ it 
is a very ill Requital for my Candor^ tQ^ quote what 

i fpeak 
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/ fpeak of the general ^efiion concerning Tradition^ 
as if it had been fpoken of the tradition of the four 
Points in Controverfy^ and to pretend^ that I allow 
them to be jipoflolical Traditions^ when in the very 
Place refer* d to^ I exprejly deny , that they can be^ 
derived from the Afofiolical Age. Such unfair DeaU 
ing at firji fetting out gives me but little Hopes of 
any ingenuous Ufage in the Progrefs of the Book. 

Page 8. he takes great Pains to prove ^ that the 
Words Fruit of the Vmcdo not relate to the Infli" 
tution of the Cupy yet Pag. P, 12, 13, &c. he 
largely injifts on that Expreffion as a pojitive Proof of 
Chrips injiituting a mixt Cup : Which is a manifeft 
Inconjiftency . 

/» Page 12, 13, 14, 8cc. he endeavours to de^ 
fend the ridiculous Diftindlion between the Fruit of 
the Vine, and the Fruit of the Tree, whichj be 
fays^ is a figurative Exprejflony and that the Diffe^ 
rence of the Liquors was the Reafon of the Difiinc* 
tion of the Names 5 but he ought to have remembred^ 
what he has been told more than once^ that the Names 
are not diJiinSl^ but Synonimous , whatever is the 
Fruit of the Vine being equally the Fruit of the 
Tree call'd the Vine. It is a Figure^ he fays^ 
common and allowed in all Languages , to call the 
whole by the Name of the principal Part : But was 
it ever calVdfo by way ofDiJiin^ion from that very 
principal Part? To ufe his own Injiance: The an- 
tient Greeks calTd a Mixture of Wine and Water 
by the Name of Wine^ becaufe that wa^s the princi- 
pal Ingredient : Truey but- did they ever give Wine 
and Water the Name of Wine^ as a Note whereby 
to difiinguijh it from pure unmix* d Wine ? If notj 
how is this a parallel Infiance ? Qr what Confirma- 
tion can it give to the DifiinSlion between the Fruit 
of the Vine and the Fruit of the Tree ? Is it the 
fame things tQ give the whole the Name of the princi^ 

# pal 
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/a/ Part^ and to difiinguijb between a thing and its 
folf? Befides^ to appropriate the appellation of the 
Fruit of the Vine to a mixt Cup , fnerely becdufi 
it is mixty is to call it the Fniit of the Vine, merely 
iicaufe it is lefs fo^ than it was before the Mixture : 
jM if the Learned jews, whom he mentions j Page i <S, 
could ufe fuch a fenfekfs JOiJiinSion^ he may well diftin^ 
fuijb them from /iv wife Men> for what ever Learn^. 
ing they might be Mafiers of^ it is plain^ they were 
not bkfs'd with a great Share of fFits. What Pity 
is it J thisfubtile Dijlinguifher aud his Friends wer$ 
not born an Age or two fooner ? What excellent Ad^ 
vocates might they have proved for the celebrated Di'* 
. fiinStion between the King and Charles Stuart ? 
Page I f . he is very angry at me for faying^ that 
the Talmud can be no Rule to interpret Chrips Words^ 
tfpecially when the Interpretation would make them 
ifonfmfe, . 9^hn he calls a very free way offpeaking of 
drift's ' Words J and very unufual among Chrifiians ; 
Mut wherein lies this indecent Freedom ? Is it in de* 
nying his Party the Liberty^ with the Help of the 
Talmud, to interpret our Saviour'* s Words into N^»t 
fenfe ? To guard againfi fuch a PraOica is an Argu^ 
fnent of Reverence to our Saviour 5 and the Charge of 
Prophanemfs will lie at their Doors^ who do notfti^k 
to take this ftrange liberty of interpreting them^ mert* 
fy toferve a defperate Caufe. 

Pag. II, II, he fays ^ that I affirm the lime of 
tur Saviour's keepir^ the P affover to be foreign to thi 
frefent Purpofe^ly'vLMs uftng unletuven'd Bread^ be^ 
caufe it is a thing much dijputed among Commentators : 
Hut this is a notorious Falfehood\ and had not bis 
Zeal run away with botb his Underftanding and Eye-: 
fight ^ he might have feen^that tho' it is indeed obfervd^ 
Abr. Page p. that the time of Chrift's keepif^ tio 
' Pajfover is much difputed among the Commentators^ 
fet this is not offered as a Rzafon why the Time of 

ms 



TheAPPENDIX. v 

bis keeping if is mthing to that Purpofe% hut on tbt' 
contrary y this plain Reafonfor its being fo is exprtfy 
affipCd: That on whatever Day he kept it, th«t 
jbeing a pofitivc Command of God, that withtum 
leaven'd Bread, and bitter Herbs, they ihould oet 
it, Exod. xu. 8. we cannot imagine, that ht 
would in dire& Contradiftion thereto, make UfeeC 
leavenM Bread. // *mas not to his Purpofe^ t^ fsH 
Notice of this in its proper Plat^\ and therefore be 
breaks the Connexion of the jfrgument^ akftirdty «l^• 
troduces this P of age in Page 1 1 . and therB ^ndenh 
"vours to elude it with this Cavil % that there was 
as pofitive a Command for the Time 4f eating tie 
Pa ff over J as for the Ufi of unleavened Breads and 
that Chrift had as mush Power to difpenfe with sbe 
eneas with the other. In jfnjwertewbich lobferve^ !• 
That the ^uejiion is notj what Chrift bad Power tod^ 
but what he actually did? i. That it being fo muA 
controverted amongfi the greatefi Divines^ whether 
Chrift anticipated the Time of keeping the Paji* 
"ver, or not^ it ought not to be taken for granted iMit 
he did. 3. That evenfuppofing him to have antid^ 
fated ity it will be of no Savant age to our Adwrfor 
riesi frr aplainreajonmaybeajjign^dforit^ viz. &i 
being to be offered the, next Day^ for our Redemption^ 
but no fuch Reafon can be afjign^d for his not ajd^ 
unleavened Bread : And t hope this Gentleman will 
not fo much as infinuate^that he^ who came to fulfill 
all Righteoufnefs, would without reafon n^ieSt te 
ebferve a pofitive Command of God. 

St. Chryfoftom was produced in the Abr. Page iz, 
%i • exprefsly interpreting the ff^ordi Fruit of the v inc, 
of Wine,not Water. f^#Wii«yArionymousj^n(wwer 
replies^ Pag. 18. That be was arguing againft Heretke^ 
who adminiftred the Cup in Water otky^ and where 
be was pleading for tbeNeceffity offfine^ be bad tte 
Occafion to prove the Neceffity of fFater. This is a 
poor Equivocation^ to fay no worfi oj; it -^ f<>Y ^^- 



vi The A P P E N D I X. 

ChryfoftomV Wmrd are exprefs againft the NeceJJitj 
offFater : His AJfertion is^ that our Saviour made Ufc 
of Wine, fuch as the Vine produces, and that 
the Vine produces Wine, Not Water. And 
thence this Author may Jearn^ that the PraSlice of 
the Mixture by any of the Fathers is nojProof of their 
deriving it from the Infiitution^ upon which inconclu^ 
five Suppojit ion he fo often naufeoujly harangues. 

Pagefi. he repeats this Jbuffiing Argument ^ only 
varying the Exprejfion : For there he fays^ it would 
bave been veryftrange^ if St. Chryfoftom had com- 
plairfd of ddminijiring without Water ^ when he was 
. difputing againft the Aquarians , who adminiftred in 
nothings but Water. And yet we fhall fee by and by ^ 
this very Author affirming St. Cyprian, in bis Con" 
. troverfy with /i&^#Aquarians, noi only to have done 
that very ftrange things but to have ajerted decijiveiy 
the NeceJJity of uftng Water 5 but with what regard 
to Truth he affirms this^ I Jhall then examine. 

Page II. he attempts to reduce my Anfwer to 
their Argument from Proverbs ix. into Syllogtfm\ 
and tofhew his Skill in Logic^ he has made the fame 
Propofition^ varying the Words a little^ both Mz]or and 
Minor of his Syllogifm^ and drawn a negative Con^ 
clufion from affirmative Premifjes. His Syllogifm is 
this J 

The fame Words^ which properly fignify^ to mix, 
fignifve alfo fometimes to pour out, or to give to 
drink ; 

But they fignify^ to pour out,0r to give to drink j 
Ergo, They do not fignify^ to mix. 

He may. be as merry as he pkafes upon this Argu^ 
ment 3 but let him remember it is his own^ not mine^ 
und that his Mirth is only making a Jeft of himfelf. 
To fave him the Trouble of bungling at it a feconi 
Time J I Jhall reduce my Argument into S'illogijm for 
bim-j and then it will fiatid thus : i 

From 1 
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'■dm. A .^ 

From the bare ufeof f^ordsy which Jignify^ to pour 
out) 0r to give to drink, as well as to mfx, a Mix^ 
ture cannot necejfarily be infer" dy 

But the Words m Prov. ix. fignify to pour outj^ 
or to give to drink, as well as to mix. 

Ergo, From the bare ufe of thofe Words in Prov. 
ix. a Mixture cannot necejfarily be infer* d. 

And now let him try his Strength on this Syllo^ ' 
gifm^ whenever be pleafes. 

I^age 11, 13. be contends^ that the only way of 
Jhewingforth the Lord's Death in the Eucharifi^ is 
(not by reprefenting the Blood Jhed from thofe Wounds 
of which be diedj but) by reprefenting that Blood; 
atidWjater^ which flowed from a Wound given him 
^p^, bis Death > than which nothing can be more ab^^ 

JWdl ' " 

Page 14, If. he gives us a large Citation from 
Juftin MartyrV Apology 5 in which I defire the 
Reader to obferve^ that when that learned Father 
/peaks of the Cup then in Ufe in the Church of Pa- 
lasftine, he mentions Wine and Water as the Ingre^ 
dients of it', but when be fpeaks of our bleffed Savi^ 
our*s Infiitutionj as delivered to us by the Apojlles^he 
does not give the leafl hint of any Water in the Cup-, 
nay J on the contrary^ his different way of expr effing 
himfetf on thefe two occafions^feems to imply his Care- 
fulnefs in diftingutjhing what was then the PraSlice 
of the Churchy in which he flourijhed^ from the origi- 
nal Inftitution. A due Attendance to this Obfervati- 
in will ferve for a fufficient Anfwer to all he has 
urged from this learned Father* 5 I'epmonyi and ful- 
ly evince^ that the Minor of his Firft^ and both Ma- 
jor a»^ Minor (?/i&/jy^^tf//iSyllogifm, are very pre* 
carious and inconclujive. ' 

page If. he undertakes to prove^ that St. Cyprian 
is exprefsfor the Iffece^tyof Water ^ and affirms it to 
be as effential as Wine^ in Firtite of the original In- 

K fiitu- 
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ftitution : But when he comes to quote that Father's 
ff^ords^ be does it by halves j breaks their ConneliioH 
and Order^ and by his trnperfeB Citation^ mtfrepre- 
fints the Martyr's meaning, this difingenuous way 
of arguing^ had been before fufficiently e^pofed^ Abr. 
p. 1.1. Inhere it is plainly proved^ that St. Cyprian 
grounds the ujfe of Water on an allegorical Fancy ^ that 
its being mixed with the Wine reprefented the Union 
betwixt Cbrift and his Church^not on any Precept or In^ 
junSion of our Saviour. And if he had thought it as 
effential and necejfary as Wine^ bow could he have 
faidj as he exprejly does^ that in the SacrificeJ" of 
our Lord , we ought R A t » e r to offer Wine ? 
for if both are equally necejfary by virtue of Cbrifi^s 
Infthationj in what RefpeSl can one be preferable to 
the other ? Or how can it be faidy that we ought to 
offer the on$K ATHHK than the other ? 

this Author pretends indeed^ Page j6. to fhew^ that 
I confute my felf% and confefs St. (Jyprian to derive 
the Ufe of Water from the Inftitution : But this is a 
poor Mifunderftanding of his own^ and a fallacious 
Equivocation on the word Inftitution j for the Senfe 
of what I there urged was this^ that the allegorical 
B^eafon^ which St. Cyprian ajjigns for the, Churches 
injlituting the Mixture being fo different from the 
end affgn^d by our Saviour for his Injlituting the Cup^ 
is a probable Argument^ that be might bemijlaken in 
laying fo much weight upon it. 

And here I know my Adverfary will exclaim or 
gainft me for fufpojing^ What Hum to prove^ and 
call upon me tofhew^ when the Mixture wasfirflin-' 
fiituted in the Church for that allegorical Reafon ? 
For an Anfwer to which j I refer him to Mr. Col- 
lierV DiSionary^ Vol j . where in bis Account of 
Pope Alexander the Firfi\ be informs uSj that thai 
pope was^ the firft^ wbo ordered holy Water to he 

bhJTi 
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^lefs^d with Salty andfprinkkd in private Houfes^ to 
chafe away the Devii-y that he infiituted^ that JVa'^ 
terjbouldbe mingled with Wine^ toftgnify the Uni-- 
on between Chrift and his Church , and ordered that 
the Hoftjhould be only of unkavend Bread. 7%is is 
Mr. Collier*^ jlccount of the Injlitution of the Mix- 
ture \ and I cannot Jind^ that he has retraced it in 
the new Appendix to his Suppleaient, however ne* 
cejfary it may feem to his late Proceedings fo to have 
done. 

Pag. 40. he endeavours to evade the Citation 
from Origen, which is fo exprefs for our Saviour's 
ufing an unmixed Cup^ by objeSing^ that St. JeromV 
Verjion wants the negative Particle. But how can we 
reconcile the following fVords of Origen, that Chrift 
entertain'd his Difciples with umnix'd Wine, with 
fucb an Omiffion ? Can we fuppofe a mixt Cup to con-- 
tain unmixed IVine ? And does not the Abfurdity and 
ContradiS^ion implied inj^ch a Verjion plainly argue^ 
that the Pajfage in St. Jcrom is corrupt^ and ought 
to be correSedby the Original ? Ifpeak this onfuppo^ 
fition^ that the ne^tive Particle was really wanting 
in St. Jcrom ; But I think any Man of Ingenuity^ who 
is more defirous of Truth than ViSory^ would have gi-- 
ven a folia Anfwer to the Authorities^ which Mr. Drs^c 
has produced to the contrary j before he had repeated 
that ObjeSion with fo much Confidepce and AJfurance^ 
as this anonymous Author has done. 

Page 41, 42, &c. he is very large in Vindication 
of the Argument drawn from the Confecration Pray^ 
er in the Clementine Liturgy in favour of the Mix- 
ture : concerning which it was obferv'd Abr. p. zy. 
that the Prayer was a grofs and manifejl Forgery : 
He has given no Anfwer to the Arguments there produced 
to prove itfuch', only he fays in general^ they do not 
prove it j which is trifling with his Reader ^ and re- 
quiring him to put an implicit Faith in his Ipfe dixit. 

K z, He 
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He woul^ fain taie^ Ad'vantage of my allowing the 
Conftitutions to have been extant in the latter End of 
the third Century : But ivhaf of that ? Are they not 
ftilf a Forgery ? and obtruded too on the World under 
the venerable Names of the divinely in/fir^dApoJlles ? 
And what Opinion can we haive of the Veracity of 
aMan^ who badfo little Senfe of Religion^ as tb dare 
to ajfume th^ Perfon of an Apoftlej and endeavour to 
impofe his own private Compojitions on the Church 
as the facred Oracles of the Holy Ghoft? fFhatCre- 
, dit can we give to any thing he fays'? Or how can 
\ we allow any Authority to his PFritings ?. I pre fume 
this anonymous Author is not fo ignorant of Anti^ 

^ quity^ as not to kfww^ that even in the Apoflblic Age 
many Writings, were counterfeited under the Names 
of the hjfly Apofiles 'j and yet I hope^ he will not plead 
for our allowing any Credit or Authority to them on 
Account of their early Date *9 nor pretend to offer in 
Excufefor themj as he dm for the Prayer under De- 
hate^ that the Charge of Forgery affeSs only the 7/- 
tle^ an Excufe^ which will in fome Medfure ferve for 
a Plea in Defence of almofi all the Forgeries in the 
JVorld, This is the Sub fiance of his tedious Harangue 

' on this Heady and his jhuffiing and equivocating in 
fuch a manner confirms me in my Belief of the Jufiice 
of Mr. Wot ton' J Remark in v. x^o. of Ins Pro- 

I legomena to the new Edition of Clemens l^omanus, 

viz.. that no Man would pretend that any Authority 

is to be allowed to the Conftitutions, but one^ who 

indulges his own Prejudices in ContradiSion to rea-^ 

/on and Religion^ receives every thiffg that favours 

* themy as a Jacred and divine Oracle^' and obftindtely 
defends it as fuch. 

Page 60. he argues in Defence of Prayer for the 
dead Jrom the lafl Ferfe of St. JohnV Gojpel^ where 
it is faidy that there are many things , which 
Jefus did, not written in this Book; And how do 

» ' we 
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wehfiw^ Jhyrlxibut Inftru&ions on this Head miffft 

he foiHe ofihem^^Siich trifling Cuwls defers m 
ttbetAnpiver^ than thus retumingthe ^uefiien^ How 
do w^'kno^jT that they were? TbeProof be offers 
iS} that the things St. John /peaks of were done hytmr 
Saviour in the' Interval befmeen bis RefurreQion and 
Afcenfion: But htnfi doeT he know that? the Thet 
piys no fuch thing: And were it granted^ ft HI wBat 

' is J thistoBftrumons conceding Prityert for the dead? 

' I had before obferved^ that the be ft Expo fit or s h^er* 
fret this Text of out Saviour's Miracles-, and this my 

" Adverfkry does not deny : Ta which I now add, thai 
the Apoftk bimfelf leads us direSlly to the famd Ex- 
pofitionj Chap, ix; f 50. when be fays. And mainr 

-Other Signs' traly did Jefus in the Prcfencc of his 

" Difciples whick arc not written in tbis^Bbok. 
Another rmarkahle Inftdnce of the like fophiftical 

'way of reafoningwe ineefioitb in^affi '6z. where 

* be endeavours toprive Prayer for the Dead from St. 

"-^^nVs Command, Eph. (S. iS. to pray for all- Saints. 
And' having ftnartly obfervedfrvm myAnfbuer, ^ Ahr. 

•page. 31. that there are dead Saints, as weli^ui 
living, he infers, fince the Apoftle gives no Hint 
of Exdiifion^ how can we obey the Command^ with" 

' wt praying for the dead' Saints ? Juft fo did the Po- 

^pifli Enthufiaft' argue, who in the Excefs of Ihs 
ilharity, went and preached to the Fifbes-y juft fbSid 

' be wreft and miftnterpret the Scripture : Wt are 

commanded, fays he^ to preach the Oofpei to 

every Crtiturei and it cannot be denied that the 

FiJbSs -are Creatures : And fince there is no tRnf^ ef 

^ their Eicfiiifion,^ bow can we obey the Comi9^and. jof 

' f teaching the G'ofpel to every Creature, without preacb^ 
ing to the Pifhes 0mong the reft ? 

I am very forry^ as well as extremely furprifed, 
' to find, that the fWo laft Arguments, weak ami ap- 
' fnri as tbey'are, are yet originally tht Earned Mr. 

CoIlierV; 
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CollierV; And I cannot^ oh this Occafionj help iratn 

fcr thing bis own Judgment of Cafes of this Nature^ 

from Page 49* of his EJfay on Authors. ^ WT^ena 

^ Man^ fays he^ of Perfpicuity and Judgment endea'^ 

^ vours to perplex the Controverfy^ dives anddodgeSy 

*^ and makes ufe of Sophifiry and Amufement ) when 

^ be makes for the Covert at this rate^ it is an Ar^ 

^ gument^ be dares not trufibimfelf on plain Ground*\ 

And again J '^ ff^en a Man of a jtrong Head fails in 

^' his Logic J and argues weakly^ it looks^ as if he 

^^ wrote upon a Byafs^ and that his Will had bribed 

^^ bis Underfianding : tVhen People^ that know 

^^ Money ^ offer to put Brafs upon youj it does not 

^^ appear altogether like clear Dealing. 

Page 64^6 f^ he endeavours to prove, that St. Vzul 
prayed for Onefiphorus, after be was dead^ the 
reafon why they imagine him dead is , becaufe the 
Apofile fends no diftinSl Salutation to him, as he ufei 
to do, where the Mafter of the Family was living, but \ 
falutes his Houfbold only. In Anfwer to this, it was 
urged, Abr. Page 51. that the reafon of no Saluta* 
tion^s being fent, either to or from him, may be, be* 
caufe he was then on his Return home, or gone a 
Journey to fome other Place j to which be replies \ 
then the Salutation would have found him at his 
Return. But can he produce a Jingle Infiance of a 
• Salutation fent to an abfent Perfon, in any of St. 
Paul V Epiftles ? And if not, how precarious a Suppo* 
fit ion does he build his Argument upon ?' 

In Anfwer to the Arguments urged againjt Prayer j 
fdr the dead, Abr. Page 31, 31, ^^.from A^ viii. ' 
z. I ThefT. iv. and the feflimony of the Church of 
Smyrna, he fays. Page 63. that it is not affirnf d,tbit 
the devout Men did not pay for Stephen j and that St. 
Paul has not cautioned the Theflalonians agdinft 
praying for their departed Friends 5 and again Page 
68. that there is nothing in the Epijik of tb$ Cbifrcb 
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©/ Smyrna againft frayi»g for St. Polycarp. Now 
what can he more cbildijb and impertinent thanfueb 
Anpmers as thefe ? And what would be tbinkj if a 
Papift Jhould argue at this rate in Defence of Pur- 
gatory and Tranfubftantiation 5 and wbenprefs^d 
with Tejlimonies from Scripture and Antiquity^ Jhould 
fiuffle and firive to evade them^ by faying^ This Text 
docs not lay, there is no fuch Place as Purgatory ? 
This Father does not caution us againft Tranfub- 
flantiation. How can we expeS to find things op^ 
pofed and contradiSed^ before they were ever beard of ? 
Or wouldbe have it accounted a Proof of a tbin£s be-' 
ing a Scripture DoSfrine^ or jlpofioltcal Tradition^ 
that we can find nothing about it either in Scripture^ 
or the Apoflolical Fathers? He ought rather from the 
^ilence of Scripture and the pureji Antiquity j to have 
Uarn^dj as the Church ^/.|!rNGLAND advifes^ in 
the third Part of the Homily of Prayer^ not to dream 
any more, that the Souls of the dead are any thing 
at all holpen by our Prayers : Atd then be would 
pot have been fo fuperjiitious an Adorer of his own 
ffroundlefs Opinions^ as to imagine^ that it is a Re* 
fieSion on St. Paul to fay^ be knew nothing of this 
DoHrincj as be affirms^ Page 64 5 w tbat correSiing 
bis Mifapplications of Scripture is making bold withj 
and correSing the Scripture it felfj as be injnuatesj 
Page 6f . 

In this ^efiion^ he fometimes reprefents me^ par* 
iicularly^ Page 71. as condemning Prayers for the 
dead as erroneous'^ unlawful^ and finfuhy fometimes^ 
viz. Page pi. as allowing them to be lawful 5 both 
which are grofs Mifreprejentations^ and I fear ^ wih 
ful ones too 5 for it is plain, from Page p8, that he 
Anew my Juagment to be, tbat as there is no Pre^ 
cept for them, no Promife made to them in Scripture, 
we have fufficient reafon to doubt of their Lawfulnefs, 
and decline the PraOice df tkm* ^his is the true 

State 
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State, of the ^uefiion ) ani wben it hfrfi^ted^ all his 
ffecsQUS CantMoutJlandering the CatboJic Churchy and 
throwing, IHrt in the Face of Antiquity ^ will aj^ear 
t4 be>- nothing but.Sophiftry and Amufement . 

ff^tbstbe .fam$ Difingenuity^ be accufes me Page 
&i. of exhibiting a Charge {^/Montanifm againft the 
Nicene Council % as if to agree with Montanus in one 
particular^ were the fame thing as to revolt to bis SeSty 
and embrace she whole of his Herefy. Our Adverfa* 
ties themfelves have fufficiently Jbewn the Jnconclu^ve"^ 
nefs of this way of reafoning^ when tbey^ argue^ that 
tw Tertixllisok bad received the Tradition concerning 
Brayer for the Deadj together with ZvV Montanifmy 
^ would not follow J that it was erroneous. A^ Ano 
i^mous Anugonift has indeed the Confidence tofay^ 
Bige 7$. that this Argument is entirely my own^ 
am that na fucb thing has been /aid in the Courfe 
of this Controiverfy^ no Argument formed upon fucb 
4 Suppofition. But with bow little regard to Truth 
he c^ms tbisj will appear from the. following Pdf- 
Jage in Mr. Collier'^ Vindication of his Redfonsand 
Defence J Part i. Page 33, 34. *< But Prayer for 
^ the dead was ufcd by the Montanifis : Granting 
^ that > was every Part of their Devotion unwarran^ 
^ table ? Were they not Catholic in moft things ? 

In the fame injincere manner ^tho^ my Words ^ even 
as quoted by himjelf Page 83, /peak only of JmaH 
Errors^ and unnecejary Ufages > be charges rne with 
pving up the whole Catholic Church to Herefy and 
Corruption : And indeed throughout the reft of thk 
Controverfy^ he has either fo wretchedly miftaken^ or 
wilfully mifreprefented my Argument s^ that there rs 
nothing can be a more ejfeSlual Confutation of all that Be 
has f aid J than impartially to compare it with the 
Abridgment. 

Page 97. he ajksj how comes the Abridger to tak^^ no 
notice of Purgatory ? But it may with much more R^^ 

foh 
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M be demanded^ what be means by the ^eftion^ 
when the Abridger had particularly named FurgatO'- 
ryij Abr. Page ff. and exprejfed bis Fears^ that one 
rftbis jfuthor^s Party was writing direSty in favour 
of it J under another Name. Tie Book has beenjince 
publifb^diand whether I was right in my ConjeSlure^ 
or not^ every Reader of Mr. CampbclV Treat ife on 
the middle State is now a Judge. .i 

1 fear^ I have tired my Reader^ s Patience by being 
fo particular in Anfwer to an Author ^ whofe chiefs , 
Bujinefs is to mifreprefent and equivocate : I Jhall 
tberefeire be very brief on the two following Points^ 
viz. the Invocation-Prayer , and the Oblation. 
As to the former ^Mr. Collier himfelf acknowledges in 
bis Rea/onSj Page zf. that he is ** willing to believe 
** // may be contained by Implication in the prefent 
" Office^\\ Andiffo^ why is this made one Plea^ 
for the Separation ? As to the latter ^ their other Ora-^ 
ekj Afr. "Johnfon, has proved our Liturgy to be al^ 
ready fuficiently exprefs and perfeS. Our anony- 
mous Author pretends indeed^ Page i itf . that he has 
altered bis Sentiments \ but while Mr. Johnfon ^- 
mnifters by the Liturgy of the Church of Eng- 
land, there is plain ocular Demonjlration of the 
contrary. 

In the Clofe^ Page 117, 118, that he might 
end with the fame modefl Regard to Truths as he 
begauj having quoted a Pajfage from the Abridg- 
inent, where they are chared with pleading firfi 
for King Ed ward V liturgy^ then compofingForms of 
their own, and bringing in Un&ion in Confirmation 
and UnSion of the Sickj be calls this a Heap of un* 
proved Crimes 5 whereas their printed Offices are a 
full and demonjlrative Evidence of the Truth of it j 
and thither I appeal for the Jujiice of the Charge. 

L . POST- 
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T the End of this ofedlcnt Anfwcr to th 
Ahridgment^ as it is modefily calPd^ Page 

III. is added an Appendix, containing fome 

Remarks on my biftorical Account of. the jirfi Re- 
view of the English Liturgy. The Point this 
Author undertakes to prove is^ that the Alterations 
then made were defgn'd to gratify Calvin, Bucer, 
/if»rf Peter Martyr, by whofe Influence the Review was 
Decagon* d. Thts fcandalous Afperjion on our excellent 
Churchy I h^d dtarly confuted by Teflimonies from 
Calvin and Peter MartyrV own Letters , to which 
fny pretended Anfwererhas not replied one PTord^ tW 
the iffhole Merits if the Caitfe depended upon it, Afii 
yet he has the Cor^dence^ in the Beginning of his Ap^ 
pendix, tofay^ th^ in my Relation of that Affair lam 
plainly miftaken ih fome hifforical Matt&s of FtfH 5 
}ho* he has not infiizncedin fo much as one. Hewo'uli 
indeed injinuate^ Page i } i, that I have no Aaiheri^ 



V^%t7^z^.hewtllconfefs^ that I had an unexceptio'nUhU 
Authority f (frit, TSfa%hefeefhs already fofenfible of the 
Truth of it^ thai he does all^ he can^ to detraSl frpkt 
the Charaiter of that admirable Prelate^ andfuflifiei 
even, BonnerV Caufe againfi him : So much eafier is 
it witb^hefe Gentlemen^ to o'U&look Rebellion^ Contu- 
macy 
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macyto a Metropolitan^ and the hlacluft and moftde" 
tefiable Ingratitude^ than a zealous Oppofition to their 
new Effentials. 

Pa^ 127. he undertakes to give an hijlorical 
Account of that Affair j and here^ if any where j 
we might expeS fomething to the Purpofe. But in- 
fiead of giving us any Light into the Hijlory of the 
Review^ he fobs us off with fome Inftances of Cal- 
vin* s rude Import unity J and an Account of Emcct and 
Peter Mzrtyf seeing made Divinity-Profeffors in the 
two Univerjities. And what is all this to the Rer 
^iew ? fVhere has he fo much as- attempted to dif" 
prove one Jingle Argument of mine? Or whatistherje , 
in his whole hifiorical Account y from Page 1 2,7. to 
Page 131. that relates jiriSly to the Point in Difpute? 

At laft^ he fhelters himfelf under the Authority of 
Dr^ Heylin, who was of Opinion^ that Bucer and 
Calvin had too much Influence in this Review 3 and 
it cannot be denied^ that that great and learned. Man 
did indeed affirm fo: But I do not think my felf oh- 
liged^ to give Credit to his bare Affertion^ in a FaS 
of which he could have no perfonal Knowledge^inOp" 
pojition to the ckarejl Tejlimonies of the very Perfons 
conc^r^dy to the contrary. As to his Infinuation of 
my accujing the DoSor of laying fo heavy a Charge on 
our Reformed Churchy that all which the Malice of the 
Papifis has yet invented^ falls fhort of it 5 it is a moft 
unjuji Calumny^ andwilfull Mijreprefentation of my 
Words : For nothing can be more evident to every 
common Reader ^ than that I do not lay this heavy 
Accufation to the Charge of them^ who thought CaU 
vin and Bucer had too much Influence in the Review j 
but only them^ who affirm^ that on their Account^ half 
of the infiituted Matter of Chriffs Cup was laid afide^ 
the Communion of Saints implicitly renounced^ and 
the only full and complete Confecrat ion of theEuchzri' 
ftic Elements expunged, ^his Dr. Hcylin was fo 

Li 'far 
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far from affirming^ that be officiated conftantJy by the 
"English Liturgy, always fpoke it with Marks 
of the great eJiEJleem^ and lived and died in the Com- 
' munion of our Church. And if he was as Orthodox 
a Man^ as ever the Church of Engl and^^^^, as 
this Author himfelf confejjes^ Page 133, what can 
we think of tbem^ who have rejeSiedand condemned 
the Office by which be adminifired^ and renounced all 
Communion with that Churcbj for which be wasfo 
noble a Champion^ fo eminent a Sufferer ? as our Au- 
thor'' s Party bave lately done. 

Page rjf. he endeavours to recriminate^ and fay s^ 
tbat I bave made our Reformers Men of as abandon d 
• Confciences^ as they can be fuppofed to have done : 
but when be comes to give bis Injiance^ be quotes my 
Words falfe^ affirming what I [peak only of fome of 
ibem^ to bave been fpoken of all our Reformers in ge* 
neral^ and perverting what I fay of their Opinions in 
Point of Speculation only^to a Charge of aSliveObedience 
to unreafonable Commands of the King^ and aSually re* 
ducing the Church to be a mere Creature of the State. 
So tbat there needs no. other Anjwer to this Calumny^ 
than to refer the Reader to Page 24, if. ofmyljfe 
of Cranmer, for a clear Proof of my Innocence^ and 
this Author's bafe Difingenuity . 

As to his Complaints of my Warmth and uncbor 
ritable Reflexions ^ I appeal to tbe Worlds whether 
be has notjuftified me in all I bave f aid of his Par- 
ty, by giving tbe following CbaraSer of the Commu" 
nion Office of our Churchy ( which is alfo tbe Senfe 
of tbe whole Sea^) pag; i %6. ^^ An Office^ which 
** does not allow ot the fame facramental Cup to 
*' be adminiftred, as our Saviour gave to his Apo- 
** ftles at the Inftitution 5 which wants two Parts 
*^ of the Form of Confecration j which has no 
" Oblation of tbe Eucbarific Sacrifice^ the only 
*^ proper Chriftian Worihip j and which breaks 

"the 
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" the Communion of Saints, by e^aduding the 
*^ Faithful departed. " And Jhall I fcruple to call 
fucb baft Reflexions on the beft Uturgy tn the U^mrld^ 
wicked and groundleis Afperfions ? Is it a Breach 
of Cbriftian Charity and Meeknefs^ to pronounce the 
Spirit J from whence they proceed^ a fafldous and tur- 
bulent Spirit ? jdnd would it not be rather an jlr- 
gument of a Laodicean Lukewarmnefs^ a perfeS 
Gallidniun in Religion^ to fpeak with Coldnefs and 
Indifference oftJnfe Things ^and of their late unparalktd 
Separation^ which has been attended with fuch tnif'- 
cbievous EffeQSj both to our civil and religious jif» 
fairsy as no fincere Chriftian, no honcft Englim- 
man, can refleSl on without the utmofi Concern f 

Page I jtf . he endeavours to reconcile their Appeal 
to the high Encomiums given to the fir ft Liturgy by 
the Parliament^ with the DoSrine of the Indepen^ 
dency of the Churchy by afferting^ that they only ap- 
ftaVd to the A£l as a Teftimony of Matter of FaX. 
But dares he affirm the Fa£t in Difpute to be a FaEl^ 
of which Parliaments are capable Judges ? If noty 
haw weak and abfurd is this Reply ? And if he will 
maintain^ that Parliaments are capable Judges of 
what is done by the Aid of the Holy Ghofty and 
what Scruples in Religion are well groundedy 
what proceed from Curiofityy rather than any worthy 
Caufe-y ify I fayy he allows Parliaments to be prtH 
per Judges in fuch Cafes^ I do not fecy how he can 
clear himfelf of Eraftianifm, and an implicit Renunr 
elation of the Independency of the Church. 

But what ify after ally the Eflentialifts ha/ve mifr 
interpreted and mifapplied the Words of the ASt ? 
What if the Aid of the Holy Ghofty by which the 
fir ft Liturgy is f aid to have been finifh dy is only to 
he refer'* d to the purging the Service from the Popifli 
Corruptions and InmvationSy and does not aU relate 
to any of the VfageSy, retained in the firft^ and dif- 

chared 
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charged in the fecond Uturgy ? And that this is the 
true State of the Cafe^ may^ I think^ be njery fairly 
infer^dj from the Account which the Parliament gives 
t>f the Review^ viz. that it had explained, and per- 
fected, and made the Prayers and Service more 
earneft, and fit to ftir Chriftian People to the true 
honouring of Almighty God. Could the Parlia^ 
ment give this ample Tejtimony^ this manifefi Pre- 
ference j to the fecond Liturgyy and yet not believe the 
Holy Gboft to have affifted at the Review ? And 
what have this Author^ and his Party^ been able to 
produce as a Proof of the contrary^ but only their 
mon Prejudices in Favour of the four Points in Dif-^ 
pute ? which is poorly begging the ^ejlion. 

I have done with this Writers Arguments y 
and nothing now remains^ but to vindicate my felf^ 
nnd the reft of the Clergy , from the Afperjions^ with 
which he has endeavour d to blacken us. 

What relates to my felf is^ in Page 1 24, i zf . 
.where he makes a very tragical Outcry againft me^ 
for faying^ that Mr. CoWicr and DoHor Brett had 
copied their new Offices from Mr. WhiftonV Litur^ 
gyj and calls on me to produce tVitneJfes to prove it. 
But was ever any Man jo filly , as to call for 
Witncfles to prove a Fa& of this Nature ? Cannot 
J be certain^ that Theophylaft has borrowed bis An- 
-notations from St. Chryfoftom ? or that thai idle 
iPlagiary^lddovus Clarius, has ftole all his Notes on 
the old T'efiament^ word for word^ from Munfter > 
MtHefs I could produce Evidences, who aSlually faw 
them tranfcribing thofe great Authors. Is not a faith- 
ful Comparifon of the Books themfelves^ all the Evi- 
dencoj which the Nature of the Thing admits of ? 
nay^ did any reafonable Man ever demur to fuch 
koh^ Evidence ? And thither I appeal 5 let their new 
^^Office^ and Mr. WhiftonV Liturgy be compared^ 

■ _ i {ind 
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and kt every impartial Reader jtidge^ whether I may 
not juftly apply Martial' j Sarcafm to this Cafe^ 
Stat contra, dicitque tibi, tua pagina. Fur es. 

But this Author Jays^ that Mr, Collier never faw 
Mr. WhiftonV Liturgy^ nor had Doctor Brett Jeen^ 
cr heard of it^ before their new Offices were pinted 
and publifi'd', and that he has a CommiJJion from 
ibofe two injured Gentlemen to declare it in this pub- 
lie Manner. If thofe Gentlemen indeed gave him fuch 
a Commiffion^ I think j they ought at the fame time^ 
to have direSied him^ to have put his Name to this public 
Affirmation : For what Credit can they think will be 
allowed to thg fculking^nonymous Affirmation of an 
Author^ that has tn the preceding Part of his Book dis- 
cover* dfo much injincerity and difingenuity ? How* 
ever^ Jince it is poffible^ that great Innovators, as 
well as great Wits, may jump in many Things j / 
am willing to give them any reafo}%able Satisfaction^ 
andJhaU therefore in the fecond Edition of the Booky 
which is now going to the Prefs^ change the JVords 
copy from him, into agree with him in. 

But how comes this unhappy IVriter^ who takes fo 
much painsyto find a Mote in my Eye^not to difcem the 
Beam in his own Eye ? how comes he^ immediately 
after fo heavy a Charge on me^ for a fuppofed Inju-^ 
ry done to Mr. Collier and Do5lor Brett, to injure 
our whole Clergy^ in that notorious Manner^ pag. 
I If, 126? The hi/iorical Account in thofe two Pa* 
gesj on the moft firifl Enquiry, 1 declare to be one con* 
tinued Falfhood-^ and that our Clergy never praSlifed 
the four Point s^ never allowed them to be defirablCy 
nor ever refufed to meet their Brethren^ in fuch an 
inexcufable Manner j kit on the contrary^ a folemn 
Meeting was appointed^ the Merits of the Caufe imz 
partially examirid^ and the four Points rejeSled by a 
great Majority 5 notwithfianding which^ Mu Col* 
Tier, in Defiance of this Synodical Determination of 

His 



